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JOINING WITH THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
IN A DECLARATION REGARDING THE SUBJUGATION OF 
FREE PEOPLES BY THE SOVIET UNION 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1953 


Hovust or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ForeIGN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, in room 1301, New House 
Office Building, at 10:40 a. m., Hon. John M. Vorys presiding. 

Mr. Vorys (presiding). The committee will come to order. 

The committee is in session for the consideration of House Joint 
Resolution 200, joining with the President of the United States in a 
a regarding the subjugation of free peoples by the Soviet 

nion. 

This resolution was introduced on behalf of the committee after the 
President’s letter and draft resolution had been referred to the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. 

We also have under consideration a series of resolutions now pending 
in our committee dealing with similar subject matter. These are: 
H. R. 537, by Mr. O’Hara; H. J. Res. 36, by Mr. Hale; H. J. Res. 111, 
by Mr. Machrowicz; JH. J. Res. 162, by Mr. Kersten, of Wisconsin; 
H. J. Res. 200, by Mr. Vorys; H. Con. Res. 13, by Mr. Smith, of 
Wisconsin; H. Con. Res. 22, by Mr. Bosch; H. Con. Res. 31, by Mr. 
Radwan; H. Con. Res. 66, by Mr. Lane; H. Con. Res. 68, by Mr. 
Bentley. I have written to each of these Members inviting them to 
be here this morning and to testify before our committee. 

(The communication from the President of the United States and 
the text of H. J. Res. 200 are as follows:) 


[H. Doe. No. 93, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS OR UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES RELATIVE TO AN 
APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION, MAKING IT CLEAR THAT WE WOULD NEVER ACQUI- 
ESCE IN THE ENSLAVEMENT OF ANY PEOPLE IN ORDER TO PURCHASE FANCIED 
GAIN FOR OURSELVES, AND THAT WE WOULD NOT FEEL THAT ANY PAST AGREE- 
MENTS COMMITTED US TO ANY SUCH ENSLAVEMENT 

Fesrvuary 20, 1953. 

Hon. Joseph W. MartTIn, Jr., 

Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SpeaKker: In my message to Congress of February 2, 1953, I stated 
that I would ask the Congress at a later date to join in an appropriate resolution, 
making clear that we would never acquiesce in the enslavement of any people in 
order to purchase fancied gain for ourselves, and that we would not feel that 
any past agreements committed us to any such enslavement. 

In pursuance of that portion of the message to Congress, T now have the honor 
to inform you that I am concurrently informing the President of the Senate 
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I invite the concurrence of the two branches of the Congress in a declaration, 
hich I would join as President which would 
1) Refer to World War II international agreements or understandings 


concerning other peoples; 





2) Point out that the leaders of the Soviet Communist Party who now 
control Russia, in violation of the clear intent of these agreements or under- 
standings, subjected whole nations concerned to the domination of a 
totalitarian imperialism; 

(3) Point out that such forceful absorption of free peoples into an aggressive 
despotism increases the threat against the security of all remaining free peo- 
ples, including our own; 

4) State at the people of the United States, true to their tradition and 
heritage of freedom, have never acquiesced in such enslavement of any 
peoples; 

5) Point out that it is 


e President to give expr 











‘iate that the Congress should join with 
n to the desires and hopes of the American 





+} 





people, 

~ (6) Conelude with a declaration that the Senate and the House join with 
the President in declaring that the United States rejects any interpretations 
or applications of any international agreemenis or understandings, made 
during the course of World War ITI, which have been perverted to bring about 
the subjugation of free peoples, and further join in proclaiming the hope that 
the peoples, who have been s ibjected to the captivity of Soviet despotism, 
shall again enjoy the right of self-determination within a framework which 
will sustain the peace; that they shall again have the right to choose the form 


of government under which they will live, and that sovereign rights of self- 


\ 





government shall be restored to them, all in accordance with the pledge of 
the Atlantic Charter. 
I am enclosing a form of draft resolution, which, in my opinion, carries out the 
purposes outlined above, and in which I am prepared t I 
Sincerely, 





Dwicut D, E1ssNHOWER. 


fH. J. Re 200, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


JOINT RESOLUTION Joining with the President of the United States in a declaration regarding the 
subjugation of free peoples by the Soviet Union 


Whereas during World War IJ, representatives of the United States, during the 


course of secret conferences, entered into various international agreements or 
understandings concerning other peoples; and 
Whereas the leaders of the Soviet Communist Partv, who now control Russia, 





have, in violation of the clear intent of these agreements or understandings, 
subjected the peoples concerned, including whole nations, to the domination of a 
totalitarian imperialism; ar 

Whereas such forcible absorption of free peoples into an aggressive despotism 








increases the thy against the security of all remaining free peoples including 
our own i 1 
\ reas the people of the United States, true to their tradition and heritage of 
freedom, are never acquiescent in such enslavement of any peoples; and 
Whereas it is appropriate that the Congress joir th the President in giving 
expression to the desires and hopes of the people of the United States: Therefore 
be it 


Resolve d by the Senate and Ho use of Re prese ntatives of the Unite d States of Ame rica 
in Congress assembled, That the resident in declaring that 


the United States rejects any interpretations or applications of any international 


Coneress join with the t 














‘eements or understandings, made during the course of World War ITI, which 
have been perverted to bring about the subju ion of free peoples; and be it 
furt eT 

Resolved, That Congress join with the President of the nited States in pro- 
claiming the hope that the peoples who have been subjected to the captivity of 
Soviet despotism shall again enjov the right of self-determination within a frame- 
work which will sustain the peace; that they shall again have the right to choose 
the form of government under which they will live, and that sovereign rights of 
self-government shall be restored to them all in accordance with the pledge of the 





Atlantic Charter. 
Mr. Vorys. Our first witness will be our distinguished Secretary of 
State, Mr. Dulles. 


We are happy to have you with us, here. 
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[Funderstand that the Secretary wishes to make a preliminary 
statement preferably without interruption, and I am sure the com- 
mittee will cooperate. 

At the end of his statement, the Secretary will then be open to 
questions by the committee under the usual 5-minute rule. 

Mr. Secretary, we would be happy to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN FOSTER DULLES, 
SECRETARY OF STATE 


Secretary Duties. Mr. Chairman, the resolution proposed to the 
Congress by the President has one crucial, compelling aim. That 
aim is to make totally clear the jntegrity of this Nation’s purpose in 
relation to the millions of enslaved peoples in Europe and Asia. The 
resolution speaks to those who yearn for national and personal free- 
dom, and who fear that we may forget them. The resolution also 
speaks to the Sceviet despots who have contrived this enslavement 
and who hope that we may come to accept it. 

To those enduring enslavement, and to those inflicting it, we would 
make our position clear and firm. We, as a people, never have 
acquiesced, and never will acquiesce, in the enslavement of other 
peoples. Our Nation, from its beginning, was and is inspired by the 
spirit of liberty. We do not accept or tolerate captivity as an irrevo- 
cable fact which can be finalized by force or by the lapse of time. 
We do not accommodate ourselves to political settlements which 
are based upon contempt for the free will of peoples and which are 
imposed by the brutal occupation of alien armies or by revolutionary 
factions who serve alien masters. 

The facts we must face can be simply summarized. Some dozen 
people in the Kremlin are seeking to consolidate their imperial rule 
over some 800 million people, representing what were nearly a score of 
independent nations. The methods of the despots can be judged 
by the fact there are some 15 million in forced labor camps in Soviet 
Russia. Their number amounts to double the total membership of 
the Soviet Communist Party itself. 

This tyranny has been extended far beyond the frontiers of Russia 
by the cold, calculated subjugation of free nation after free nation. 
The list is a tragic one: Latvia, Lithuania, Kstonia, Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia, East Ge rmany, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania, Albania, 
Outer Mongolia, Tannu Tuva, China, Korea (in part), Japan’s 
northern Habomai and Shikotan Islands. 

But even the massive machinery of totalitarianism has not found 
it easy to rule these nations and peoples. Since World War II, the 
Kremlin has found it necessary to purge more than one-third of their 
original puppet leaders within the satellite countries of Europe. In 
Asia, hundreds of thousands, if not millions, have been slaughtered 
in a publicized exhibition of terrorism. 

We must face these facts. It is a moral obligation to do so—for 
all peoples have a right to know whether the United States acquiesces 
in this assault on freedom. It isa practical matter—for the ultimate 
fate of these peoples can gravely affect the future of freedom in Europe, 
in Asia, and through all the world, including our own United States. 

In the glaring light of these facts, the nature of this resolution defines 
itself. It is a straightforward statement of American principle and 
American peaceful but firm purpose. 
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Some of you may think that American purpose is already clear, 
so clear that this resolution is superfluous. Let me assure you that 
that is not the fact. The captive peoples are oppressed by a great 
fear that at some future time the United States may agree to a par- 
tition of the world whereby we would accept and support Soviet 
dictatorship of alien peoples in the hope of gaining greater security 
for ourselves. This is not difficult to understand. Soviet propa- 
ganda vigorously spreads this fear, and there are within the free 
world some who would countenance such a bargain. The resultant 
fear is not something to which we can be indifferent. It generates a 
sense of hopelessness and futility among the captives, which paralyzes 
the strivings which could operate peacefully to dissolve the unnatural 
unity of Soviet despotism and return it to its natural and historic 
parts. 

So long as there is some doubt as to the attitude of the United 
States—and I repeat that today there is such doubt—the captive 
peoples feel that they have no choice but to be passive victims, 
allowing themselves to be made into tools of further aggression. If 
we want to maintain and stimulate the spirit of freedom which 
eventually will peacefully frustrate the oppressive design of Soviet 
despotism and disintegrate that overextended despotism, the first 
and indispensable step is to make clear, on the highest authority of 
the President and Congress, that— 

(1) The United States does not countenance the violations by 
which Soviet leadership has perverted past agreements and under- 
standings into chains of bondage. That is a result which the Amer- 
ican people never intended and which they will never accept. 

(2) The United States will never be a party to any international 
“deal” or “‘trade” confirming the rule of Soviet despotism over the 
alien peoples it dominates in Europe and Asia. 

(3) The United States seeks, as one of its peaceful goals, that these 
enslaved national groups of Europe and Asia shall recover genuine 
independence. 

That is the purpose of the resolution now before you. 

President Eisenhower proposes that our Nation should reaffirm its 
awareness that the struggle in the world today is, above all, a moral 
conflict. We propose to attest our fidelity, without compromise or 
vacillation, to the principles of honor and political freedom upon 
which the Nation was founded and which have made us always the 
dread of the oppressor and the hope of the oppressed. We propose, 
in the spirit of the early days of the Republic, to do what we peace- 
fully can do, in order to revive the hopes of those now enslaved. 

This resolution is no call to bloody and senseless revolution. On 
the other hand, it is no idle gesture. It is an act of great historical 
importance, and many consequences will stem from it. As its pur- 
pose becomes more and more widely understood, it will, over the 
coming years, revive the inherent longing for freedom which persists 
within the captive peoples, so that that longing becomes a mounting 
spiritual power which will eventually overcome the material power of 
Soviet dictatorship to rule what it has or to subjugate more. 

This resolution looks to the future, rather than to the past. The 
past is controversial. Should past administrations have made the 
agreements which they made? Were they foolishly beguiled by Soviet 
promises? Were they too much moved by considerations of short- 
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term expediency, so that they sacrificed basic principles? Did they 
exceed their power in what they attempted, for these wartime agree- 
ments were never subjected to the constitutional processes of our 
Government? All of these questions have been, and long will be, 
debated. 

The resolution which President Eisenhower has proposed would 
avoid this realm of controversy. It validates nothing that is invalid. 
It gives up no rights, if we chose to assert them. It also leaves us 
free to pursue other courses and take other steps in the future, as 
circumstances may indicate their desirability. 

What the President seeks is a solemn act of dedication for the 
future. It is an act which needs, and deserves, the support of both 
great parties. It will provide the indispensable foundation upon 
which future foreign policies can again build a structure of peace, 
justice and freedom. ‘Therefore, I beg, let us not, on this occasion 
divisively debate the past. Let us unitedly move on to mold the 
future. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Secretary, if that concludes your statement and 
you are ready for questions, we will first call upon the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr. Robert B. Chiper- 
field. 

Chairman CuHIPERFIELD. Mr. Secretary, I wish to thank you for a 
very, very fine statement. 

Mr. Secretary, you undoubtedly have given a great deal of attention 
and study to this resolution, House Joint Resolution 200. 

Are you satisfied with the present text of that resolution? 

Secretary Duties. I am. It has received a great deal of study 
and a great deal of thought. 

In my own case, that, thinking goes back several years. It is the 
kind of thing which I advocated in a book which J wrote 3 years ago 
called War or Peace. It is the kind of thinking I have advocated in 
a number of speeches I have made over the last two or three years. 

When it comes down to the detailed drafting, it has been given a 
great deal of thought. 

I do not suppose any draft reflects 100 percent the views of every 
person involved—and a number of people have been consulted in 
relation to this draft. 

I can only say in summary, Mr. Chairman, that I am satisfied with 
the draft. 

Chairman CuriperFieLtp. Mr. Secretary, since you did go over this 
carefully, and also since the President sent the resolution down to 
the Congress, you can probably speak for him. Is the President 
satisfied with the present form of the resolution? 

Secretary Duties. He has personally gone over it carefully. He 
has personally discussed it with a number of counselors and advisers, 
including representatives of the Congress and he has had a considerable 
personal part in its drafting, in the light of those consultations, and 
I am authorized to state that it meets wholly. with his approval. 

Chairman CuirerFrretp. You feel then that we should not amend 
the resolution? 

Secretary Duties. That is my personal fecling. 1 would not be so 
bold as to say that there may not be found in the Congress any wisdom 
greater than we have drawn from. We do not expect the Congress to 
act in this matter in any sense as a rubber stamp. 


80234—53——2 
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My personal judgment is, in the light of all 1 have heard, I do not 
see how it can be amended with advantage. 

Chairman CurperFieLtp. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

That is all for the present. 

Mr. Vorys. We will now call upon the distinguished former 
chairman of this committee, who is still a leading light and guiding 
star for us, the gentleman from South Carolina, Mr. James P. Richards. 

Mr. Richarps. Mr. Chairman, I just want to state to the Secretary 
that I commend both the substance and the spirit of his statement. 

I do not believe I will ask any questions at the present time. 

Mr. Vorys. Mrs. Bolton 

Mrs. Bouron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, | have no questions. I would like to say, however, 
that it is a great relief to many of us to feel that these matters are 
being gone over with such very great care, that the United States can 
once more express herself in words that will be understood in the 
Kremlin, words which will be understood also by the peoples who are 
behind the Iron Curtain, if by some good fortune they are able to 
hear them. 

I have no questions at this point. 

Secretary Duties. Thank you, Mrs. Bolton. 

Mr. acti Mr. Gordon 

Mr. Gorpon. I have no questions at this time, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Smith 

Mr. Smirx. Mr. Secretary, while you have expressed in very fine 
language the thought that we should repudiate or reject, as you say 
in the resolution, the things Russia has done as a result of these 
treaties, do you not think it would do us good if we did not come here 
in sackcloth and ashes and confess our part in those agreements? 

Secretary Dues. I am not sure that I got the latter part of your 
question about the sackcloth and ashes. 

Mr. Smrrx. Do you think it might do us some good if we confess 
that some of the things thé at are going on today are a result of those 
secret agreements is part of our doing, also? 

Secretary Duties. Confession is always good for the soul but the 
best place for a confession, I think, is in the privacy of one’s com- 
munion with one’s God 

There is a question as to whether, if you are drawing up a resolution 
which you want to have resound all around the world as a vibrant, 
strong voice of America, which you want to have sent to the Kremlin, 
that you want to have sent to the ¢ aptive peoples - Asia and Europe, 
whether that is the place to do one’s repenting. I do not think it is. 

Mr. Smrru. I wonder, how are the people in Poland and China 
who have been enslaved as a result of those agreements going to react 
to this resolution? 

Secretary Duxues. I can only say that through contacts which I 
have had with representatives of those peoples and those who have 
worked with them, that this is the kind of resolution which they have 
been urging upon our Government without success for se »veral vears. 

Now each of these particular groups of captive peoples and perhaps 
the representatives here who are often more intense than the captive 
peoples themselves, would each like a hand-tailored resolution to 
meet their particular case, but the area is so vast. The purpose of 
this particular resolution is to establish a broad principle, and I 
believe that that is adequately and effectively done by this resolution. 
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Mr. Smirx. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Battle. 

Mr. Barrie. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Secretary, | would just like 
to express my feeling that I hope we can and will get together to 
present a solid front on this important matter. In my opinion, it is 
a necessity for us to stand shoulder to shoulder on a firm, fair, and a 
friendly foreign policy and I hepe to be able to make some contribu- 
tions toward that end. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is all. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Judd. 

Mr. Jupp. Mr. Secretary, I join with other members and the 
chairman in commending you for taking this long overdue step, 
partly for the sake of our own consience and partly in order to make 
our position unmistakably clear before the world. 

I want to bring up just one point. It is with respect to the news in 
today’s newspapers about the President’s press conference yesterday 
in which he said he would go halfway around the world to meet with 
Stalin if that would give some hope of peace. 

I am glad this joint resolution and your discussion are “ ene us 
today because that statement will certainly be interpreted in many 
parts of the world in ways other than the President had in mind. 
It is likely to strike fear into the hearts of oppressed peoples, fear that 
we may go to another conference and agree to a further division of 
their territory or rights or an acceptance of their present enslavement. 
You have unequivocally repudiated any possible interpretation along 
those lines. We will not in our search for peace make any agreement 
with Stalin or other oppressors at the expense of anyone’s freedom. 
I hope there will be no misinterpretation or misunderstanding of 
that fact. 

You have said so unanswerably that we will not be party to sac- 
rificing the oppressed in order to make a deal with their oppressors 

I want to ask you to reaffirm that, if what 1 have said is a correct 
statement. 

Secretary Duties. I can reaffirm that most categorically and upon 
the most recent and authoritative basis, Congressman Judd. I was 
discussing this resolution yesterday with the President and at the 
same time discussing with him any possibility of any compromise 
agreement, you might say, with Soviet leaders. 

I said to him: “If there should be any proposal of that sort,” I 
said, “I fear that the main stumbling block will be this resolution and 
adherence to that position.”’ 

He said in substance—I will not attempt to quote his precise 
words—that so far as he is concerned, he would never countenance 
any negotiations with the Soviet leaders which would bring in issue 
the principles of this resolution. 

Mr. Jupp. I am glad to hear that, because so many people in the 
world have said, ““You encourage us to resist the oppressors , but you 
yourselves are trying to make deals with the oppressors.’ 

This resolution puts the United States 100 percent in the position 
of standing openly and everlastingly for human freedom and against 
human slavery, but it does not say we are going to go to war against 
the oppressors. 

In that connection, I liked especially your reference to the early 
principles of the Republic. Our forefathers wrote on the Liberty Bell 
not “Get freedom for us Thirteen Colonies,” but, “Proclaim liberty 
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to all peoples.”” As long as we stuck to that, there was steady ex- 
pansion of liberty in the world for 150 years or so. And it was expan- 
sion by peaceful means, the attraction of liberty was irresistible. That 
is the way we must move ahead again. I agree with my colleagues in 
hoping that we will forget the past and I have said as much about the 
past as anybody. I am willing to close the matter if we will move on 
to the future. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Carnahan 

Mr. Carnawan. Mr. Secretary, I want to join with my colleagues 
on the committee in complimenting you on this very fine statement 
and I too am glad to see in your third paragraph from the last of your 
statement you say that this resolution looks to the future rather than 
to the past. 

I am not exactly clear as to the intent of ‘he remainder of the para- 
graph. 

is it the purpose of this resolution to repudiate only Russia’s mis- 
interpretation of these agreements with no compelling intention of 
repudiating the agreements themselves? 

Secretary Duties. It is not intended, sir, to repudiate, in their 
total, all of these agreements by this resolution. As the President 
pointed out in his press conference yesterday, there are a number of 
aspects to some of these so-called agreements or understandings which 
we are today relying upon. 

The President mentioned notably the arrangements for access to 
Berlin, access to Vienna, and our status in those two cities. A number 
of other things could be pointed out. 

It is our belief—when I say “our’’ it is the belief of the President 
and the Department of State—that the best interests of the United 
States are served by maintaining a position which so far as the le- 
galities are concerned leave us free in any particular case, either to 
treat the agreements as void or to try to enforce them. 

Russia, under these agreements, has given us today a position where 
we have what the lawyers might call an election of remedies. We can 
either try to reinforce what remains which is to advantage or we can 
say the whole thing is off. But the date to make that election is when 
events require it. 

Today it would be premature to make a sweeping gesture dealing 
with all of the 25 or more, I suppose, wartime agreements, just to say 
“We throw them all into the discard.” 

There may be elements there that we want to pick up and rely on 
and press the Russians on. The agreement to hold free and unfettered 
elections in Poland is one thing. Do we want to throw away the right 
to keep pressing on those points? 

The provision that Austria should be a free and independent 
nation: The provisions of the Atlantic Charter which were subscribed 
to by the Soviet Union in the so-called United Nations declaration of 
January 1, or 2, it was 1942. With respect to the sovereignty of those 
who have been fore ibly deprived of it, do we want to throw that away? 

When the moment comes when we have fe choose, as we did for 

xample have to choose when we made the Japanese Peace Treaty, 
the »n you have to make your election. In that case we did make our 
election because in conjunction with the making of that peace treaty 
we took steps to make it certain that the Soviet Union could not get 





ee 
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any rights under that treaty by virtue of the Yalta agreement and 
the Senate passed unanimously a resolution making clear that there 
was no intent to reflect in anyway or to be bound by the Yalta 
agreement. 

That was done at that time because as we moved to take formal, 
legal steps, it was necessary to define our position, but until we reach 
that situation in relation to some of these other situations, I believe 
that it is prudent and wise and in the best interests of the United 
States to maintain the position where we have what I call an election 
of remedies. 

Mr. Carnanan. That is all. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Fulton—— 

Mr. Furron. Mr. Secretary, we are all glad to see you here. My 
first question would be, do you not think that this morning’s hearing 
marks the birth of a new bipartisan foreign policy that we all join 
in for this country? 

Secretary Duties. I believe so, I certainly hope so. 

I believe that the American people, without regard to party, are 
eager for a foreign policy which reflects the basic concepts upon 
which our Nation was founded and which in the main we have pursued. 
That is to stand as a beacon light in the world in favor of liberty. 

I believe that is the way whereby even more surely than by the 
atom bombs or military equipment, we can win security for ourselves, 
because nobody in the world wants to snuff out that kind of a beacon 
light. 

During our history, during much of which time we were a weak 
nation in military terms, we were always powerful and secure because 
we stood unequivocally for what all the peoples of the world wanted 
and you could not get the people to come here and try to snuff out that 
burning light of freedom and liberty. 

If we can become that again, then we will be on the way again to 
getting the kind of security, the prestige, the authority, the dignity 
in the world which has been characteristic of America, and I believe 
that all American people without regard to party want us to embark 
on that course and that is the course which is pointed out by this 
resolution. 

Mr. Futron. I am certainly glad to hear you say that. 

There has been comment as to the President’s willingness to meet 
Stalin and meet him anywhere in the world. 

Could I ask you if there has been any specific plan to meet Stalin 
at any place, set up already? Is there anything specific on that point 
to date, or is that just a general statement? 

Secretary Duties. Nothing whatsoever has been set up of a specific 
character. It is entirely in the realm of conjecture. 

The President was faced by questions from the newspapermen 
which he had not anticipated and he made a reply which I think was 
a worthy and dignified reply. But that does not reflect the existence 
of any plan whatsoever. 

Mr. Futron. And this new policy will not involve in any way any 
appeasement of these principles, so that if either you, representing 
the country or the President representing the country, attend any 
of these meetings, you will not depart from the principles of freedom 
everywhere. 
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Secretary Duties. We nail our flag to this mast. [Referring to 
prepared statement. ] 

And we shall never pull it down so far as this administration is 
concerned. 

Mr. Futtron. May [ compliment you again. We are glad to hear 
words like that. 

Finally, may I point out something in your statement that I liked 
particularly. That was the beginning of the second paragraph: 

To those enduring slavery and to those inflicting it, we would make our posi- 

tion clear and firm. We as a people never have acquiesced, and never will 
acquiesce, in the enslavement of other peoples. 
And that applies to Russia, too—all the peoples of Russia and every- 
body behind the Iron Curtain and satellite nations—and it also ap- 
plies to those who are in the prison camps and slave camps of Russia, 
does it not? 

Secretary DuLuEs. Yes, sit 

As this statement points out, the people of Russia who in the 
main are people with whom we have no quarrels, toward whom 
we have no enmity, they are in a sense the victims of this thing 
as much as any other people. 

How did these people come in control in Russia? They never 
came into control through any election of the Russian people. 
During the last days of the First World War when Russia was in 
a state of military collapse, there was a revolutionary movement 
headed by Kerensky which was a modern revolutionary move- 
ment. They moved in and got control of that with the cleverness 
they show in these matters and they used that, whereby a very 
small group came into control in Russia. 

The political prisoners of these people are twice the number of 
the Soviet Communist Party itself, which shows to what degree 
they are a minority party even within Russia. 

Mr. Fuiron. Could | leat it off a little by saying that we 
intend to defend them and help them get free ‘4 peaceful means 
through our support. Also we intend to help peoples not only 
by giving them arms, but by helping them to progress under point 
4, giving them know-how and knowledge that they might build 
up their standards of living to a point approaching our own standard, 
is that right? 

Secretary Duties. That is a possibility, but today it is impossible 
to carry out a point 4 program within the Iron Curtain. 

Mr. Furron. I mean these other countries that are enslaved, 
we offer the hope of marching forward in progress with us, both to 
defend themselves and also for the advance of their civilian economy. 

Secretary Duties. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Futron. Thank you very much and we appreciate your coming, 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Chatham 

Mr. Cuatuam. Mr. Chairman, I would like to address myself to 
Mr. Fulton’s implied statement in his question, if the Secretary did 
not think it was the beginning of a new bipartisan foreign policy. 

I would like to comment that I do not think it is at all. Since the 
days of General Marshall and Senator Vandenberg, we have had a 
bipartisan foreign policy and this is continuing that policy. If it 
has not been a bipartisan policy it has been because the minority 
has not gone along with the majority. 
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It has been my feeling that we have had a bipartisan policy because 
we have worked together in the main. I would like to clear that point 
with Mr. Fulton. 

Mr. Fuiron. Mr. Chatham, do you not think we slipped a little in 
the campaign? 

Mr. Cuaruam. | would say if we did, it was on the distaff side. 

I would like to say to the Secretary that he has made a fine, forth- 
right strong statement and only a nation strong militarily and morally 
could make such a statement. Your statement has gone beyond 
the language of a resolution because you have called our Soviet 
enemies some very strong, hard names. Such name calling in the 
past on both sides has probably led to active war. 

I am agreeable to bringing this further into the open and to state 
as you have stated the facts which I do not think in any \ ay can be 
misinterpreted. 

I commend you, sir, for your statement and I expect, of course, to 
support the resolution. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Javits 

Mr. Javits. Mr. Secretary, I would like to join with my colleagues 
in a commendation of you. 

With special reference to what has been said by Messrs. Chatham 
and Fulton, the administration obviously wanted to bring in a 
foreign policy which had the capability of being a bipartisan foreign 
policy. 

For example, this resolution could have repudiated the Yalta and 
Potsdam agreements. It did not do so. 

1, therefore, believe you and the administration are entitled to 
thanks from the American people because you are putting forward 
a policy that has every capability of being bipartisan and ought to 
be acceptable to both sides. 

Mr. Secretary, how do you believe that this resolution will affect 
the right of the two contending powers, the United States and the 
Soviet Union, to rely upon each other’s commitments in the future, 
assuming that if these problems between them are to be resolved 
without war, sometime, somewhere, somehow, they will have to 
make commitments to each other in which there will be some 
confidence that they will be honored? 

How do you think your resolution will affect the ultimate working 
out of that situation? 

Secretary Duties. I think it will tend, if it has any effect at all, 
upon the present rulers of Soviet Russia, it would tend to make them 
realize that we are not quiescent, submissive, in the face of violations. 

I think that they would be more seriously inclined toward any 
future obligations they might make and perhaps live up to them. 

But I must say, Congressman Javits, that I do not have any great 
faith in the word of the present rulers of Soviet Russia. 

And, I myself would never be willing to give up anything on behalf 
of the United States merely because I got a promise from those rulers. 

I believe that the time has come when, if we deal with them, it 
should either be on a barter basis where we get what we bargain for 
on the barrel head, or else maybe they might perform first, for once, 
and let us carry out our promises afterw ard instead of reversing it. 

Generally speaking, people who do not accept the existence of such 
a thing as the moral law; recognize no moral obligations whatever; 
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how can you rely upon their promises? By their own doctrine their 
promises are made only as an act of expediency to be beoken or lived 
up to as may best serve their future purposes. 

Therefore, we must appraise their promises in accordance with their 
own standards and not ours. 

Now the great mistake we have made often in the past is that we 
have appraised the Russian promises in accordance with our standards 
and not with theirs. Our standards are moral standards. We accept 
the existence of a moral law. We believe in oaths and promises and 
the sanctity of obligations. 

We have imputed that to them. That has been folly because they 
reject all of those moral assumptions themselves. 

Therefore, we must judge their promises by their own standards 
and not by ours. 

Now there are some agreements which they make which they can 
be expected to keep because there is enough of self-interest on their 
part so that you can expect them to do it. 

Mr. Javirs. The Secretary recognizes then that at the same time 
the President is willing to meet with Stalin, and at the same time that 
we offer this resolution, we have to have a clear plan in mind as to 
what kind of agreements we are willing to make if any. 

And may I ask this, then: Is it fair to say that the kind of agree- 
ments we would be willing to make would be the so-called step-by-step 
agreements? That is, we do one thing, they do another, they do a 
further thing, and so forth. 

Secretary Duties. Just a minute. You put it in the wrong order. 
They do one thing and we do another. 

Mr. Javirs. Very well. 

And would the Secretary also envisage such agreements would need 
to be guaranteed internationally by the United Nations or otherwise, 
that is to marshal the other peoples of the world behind those agree- 
ments, so as to give them more force and security than they would 
have otherwise if made alone between the Soviet Union and ourselves? 

Secretary Duuues. I think the President said yesterday if he ever 
had any discussions with Stalin it would only be with the full knowl- 
edge of our allies. 

We have to recognize that the problems which we face do not con- 
cern two of us, but that many others are involved and we cannot take 
them for granted or ignore the type of participation on a consultative 
basis to which they are entitled to as free, friendly and in many cases, 
allied nations. 

| believe if the United Nations support adds anything, that we 
should certainly try to get that addition. 

So far, the Soviet Union has not shown that its respect for obliga- 
tions was in any sense enhanced by a United Nations vote. They 
have flaunted the United Nations just as much as they have flaunted 
individual nations. 

Mr. Javirs. Mr. Dulles, during the campaign, you were accused 
because of this policy of taking the initiative and standing for liberty, 
as trying to incite World War IIL. 

Do you think that this program outlined in this resolution and what 
vou have just testified to with respect to the agreements we could 
make, represents the first step in showing that when you said, “Seizing 
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the initiative” you had a plan by w hich it could be done with a peaceful 
objective and by peaceful means? 

Secretary Duties. We have plans of one kind or another in relation 
to different parts of the world. 

This resolution, as I said in my statement, is a foundation upon 
which I think a number of things will be done which will lead to a 
number of things happening. 

There has never been adequate realization of the fact that uncer- 
tainty on the matters dealt with by this resolution have been a very 
serious impediment in the way of many of these captive peoples doing 
things which they would otherwise do or want to do. 

I have been told by people who have had contact with those situa- 
tions time after time after time, that the thing they finally come up 
against is,“‘Are you eventually going to sell us down the river? If we 
strive to get our liberty back, will you merely use that as something to 
bargain with for your own advantage? 

Never has it been possible to give an authoritative answer to that 
question. 

This provides the answer and on the basis of that I believe there 
will be peaceful strivings which in the long run can be immensely 
effective. 

It is part of this program of taking the initiative away. It is part 
of the program to try and get the Soviet Union on the defensive so 
that they are no longer in a position at their leisure to consolidate 
what they have, to move on and take more, to consolidate that, and 
then go on for more in times and places and manners of their own 
choosing. 

I believe that, along the lines of this resolution, is the greatest 
single insurance of peace ths a we can get, because the Soviet program 
has openly exposed this talk by Stalin and all the major works which 
are studied and accepted by the Communists throughout the world. 

What is that program? The program is to wait to strike the decisive 
blow against us until they have so enlarged their position that they 
encircle us. They propose to do that by methods which are de- 
nounced by this agreement. If they can go on doing that and com- 
plete their program of encirclement, then the danger of war will 
indeed have become very acute. 

We have to find a way to check that. 

The way to check it as I said in my radio taik is to develop a certain 
amount of indigestion and possibly to develop—I did not say this 
in the speech—perhaps a little regurgitation. 

Mr. Javirs. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Zablocki 

Mr. Zasuocki. | would like to join with my colleagues in con- 
gratulating you, Mr. Secretary on a very fine statement which places 
the blame where it really belongs, on the Soviet violation of agree- 
ments. Your statement does not criticize the past administration 
because of the agreements made. On the whole, the agreements were 
fine and honorable, but the violations of the agreements were wrong. 

I do hope this resolution will be the key to return to a truly biparti- 
san foreign policy on the part oi Congress. 

It sounds very good, Mr. Secretary, when you say that we will wait 
upon Soviet Russia to act first and then we shall follow through with 
our commitments in any future agreements. 


30234—53——3 
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I think it would be commendable if we could work simultaneously. 
In the past we were criticized because we waited until Russia per- 
formed some act of aggression before we retaliated. I think it is a 
two-way street, that we should be prepared and try to foresee what 
may be the action of Russia. It is a difficult task, of course, but I 
think all of our future policies or the carrying out of any future agree- 
ments will have to be simultaneous on both parties on the part of both 
Soviet Russia and the United States, to be truly workable. 

Secretary Duties. You would not expect me to agree with every- 
thing that you have said, but I agree with most of it. 

As to whether these were originally fine agreements or not, that 
could be a difference of opinion. I have exercised in that respect a 
large measure of seJf-restraint which I hope will be shared by members 
of Congress. 

Mr. Zasiocki. Mr. Secretary, I did not mean to imply that I 
agreed in toto with all the agree ments either, that they were all fine 
agreements, I have reservations on some that were the expedient 
thing to do at the moment. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Jackson. 

Mr. Jackson. I have no questions, but I should like to join with 
the others, Mr. Secretary, in congratulating you upon your presenta- 
tion this morning. 

Certainly a statement of this type is very sorely needed and long 
overdue. I think it will have the effect of bringing hope to those 
who are in an area of almost complete hopelessness. 

I suppose there are some schools of diplomatic thought that would 
shudder at the use of such terms as “laying it on the barrelhead.”’ 

I am inclined to think it is a very healthy thing and TI, for one, 
applaud the use of such terms in diplomacy as being indicative of 
traditional Yankee ingenuity and determination to get a job done. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Burleson. 

Mr. Burieson. Mr. Chairman, I am encouraged by the Secretary’s 
statement. I heartily subscribed to the principles expressed in the 
resolution. My interpretation is that the agreements made in the 
past have become more or less academic and it matters little as to 
what they were. Regardless of what the agreements may have been, 
the Soviets would have done those things serving their own purposes. 
With possible exceptions, the results would probably have been the 
same. 

Mr. Secretary, your supplementary statement suggests as much to 
me. That is my interpretation and my sentiments. 

So, when we look for the skeletons and talk about expediency, we 
might recall that in this so-called bipartisan foreign policy, which I 
thought we have had for some time, the skeletons in the closet might 
be worn rather thinly. The bones have become rather brittle. So, 
I think it would be discreet on our part to handle them carefully. 

I am greatly encouraged by the most statesmanlike resolution and 
the statement you have ms ade regarding it, Mr. Secretary. It is en- 
couraging that we turn our eyes and our efforts forward and not stir 
the mistakes of the past simply for the sake of condemnation. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. LeCompte. 
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Mr. LeCompte. My admiration to you, Mr. Secretary, for what 
I think is the finest definitive statement of our foreign policy that I 
have heard or read in many years. I believe that your statement will 
bring hope to those who have no hope around the world, and I think 
that it will receive a popular and united response throughout the 
United States, creating a feeling that we have a very positive foreign 
policy from now on, something we have lacked at times. 

I am glad to note that you are looking to the future with confidence 
and courage. I have nothing but admiration for your very fine 
statement. 

Secretary Duties. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Roosevelt. 

Mr. Roosevetr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, I 
wonder if you would agree ‘that the following statement is in the 
complete spirit of this resolution?- 

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples 
who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside 
pressures. Totalitarian regimes imposed upon free peoples by direct or indirect 
aggression undermine the foundations of international peace and hence the security 
of the United States. 

Secretary Duties. I would certainly be in general accord with that 
statement, Mr. Roosevelt. Before I issued it as a state paper, I would 
like to study it more closely. I would like to see it very much. 

Mr. Jupp. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Roosrve tr. Not until after the Secretary has answered. 

Mr. Vorys. Is it the purpose of incorporating this in a state paper? 
Do we have to delay the hearing at this time? 

Secretary Duties. Could I just study this? 

Mr. Roosevett. Yes, sir. 

I am glad that you do, subject to further study, agree with the con- 
cept of the statement, because I would like to tell the committee that 
this is a statement from President Truman’s messace to — hip tee 
on March 12, 1947, dealing with the Truman Doctrine i 1 Greece 
and Turkey. 

I conceive of this resolution as a continuation, a broadening of the 
concept in that message in which we told, or the President of the 
United States told, the peoples around the world that we were not 
going to let them remain subjugated for all time and that we consider 
their freedom to be part and parcel of our national security. 

Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you one question: Since World 
War II—and this is a question for my own Tete can you 
offhand give me the number of protests sent by the Department of 
State to the Kremlin upon its repeated violation of the Teheran, 
Yalta, Potsdam, and other agreements entered into during World 
War II? How many protests of their violations were sent to the 
Kremlin? 

Secretary Duties. I am sorry, I did not come documented with 
that. Of course, I was not acting in the State Department with 
relation to this problem at that time; so I would have no knowledge, 
except as I had gathered it. If the committee desires, I will ask the 
Department to make a study of its files so you could be informed on 
that point. 

Mr. Roosevetr. Mr. Chairman, in the 81lst Congress, House 
Report 3135 (Background Information on Soviet Union and Inter- 
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national Relations) shows there are some 40 or 50 violations by the 
Ru sians of the international agreements entered into in World War II. 

Mr. Vorys. That is right. 

Mr. Roosevett. It is my understanding that on each of these 
violations the Department of State and the United States Government 
protested the violations. ial . 

This resolution—and I am glad to see it incorporated in the Secre- 
tary’s statement—does not look to the past and to internal argument 
and debate within our country, but it does look to a continuation, a 
broadening, perhaps, because I am glad to say that the Congress of 
the United States is being asked to participate in the protest by our 
Government against the violations by the Russian Government which 
have resulted in the subjugation of these formerly free peoples. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to congratulate and commend you for the 
spirit in which you have come before this committee, with an eye 
to the future, rather than a thought for the past. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Radwan. 

Mr. Rapwan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, in view of Mr. Truman’s statement that has been 
introduced in committee here, I would like to ask whether the Demo- 
cratic leadership was consulted before this resolution was prepared. 

Secretary Dutuns. This resolution, before it was sent down by the 
President, was discussed with leaders in the Congress, both on the 
Republican and the Democratic side. 

Mr. Rapwan. And the resolution is so prepared as to make it 
acceptable to the minority party as well as the majority party? 

Secretary DuLues. We discussed it with representatives of both 
parties because in this matter particularly—and there will be other 
matters like it—it is better not acted at all unless we can act in virtual 
unanimity. 

There is no point in having a resolution which was adopted by a 
vote of 150 to 140 or something like that. What will happen then? 
Then the result will be that the Kremlin will say, ‘Well, boys, you 
only have a margin of safety of 10 and you better look out.”’ 

Such a resolution adopted with a close vote would be worse than 
useless. 

President Eisenhower, in asking for this resolution, is doing some- 
thing which he believes is necessary in the present state of the world 
and as a foundation for our foreign policy. 

In a sense, this is a bold thing to do because, if it does not work, if 
it does not go through with virtual unanimity, it will be worse than if 
the matter were never broached. Therefore, we did pay very serious 
attention to trying to draw this resolution in a form which we hoped 
would achieve virtually unanimous support in both Houses of Con- 
gress, and in order not to guess about that we tried to make soundings 
on both sides. 

We realize that this whole topic is shot full of possible controversy; 
that it has been, as I said, and probably for long years will be, a 
subject of debate—these past agreements. 

We have tried to lift it up above that area in order to enable us to 
get started with a ringing declaration which will command almost 
unanimous support and which under those conditions will have a 
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tremendous impact abroad. If it is adopted by a closely divided 
vote, then I say I would rather we had never eine it down here. 

We do not believe that will be the case. We believe, on the basis 
of the soundings we have taken, that it will achieve a very large 
measure of support, and we are confident that there is in the Congress 
a will and the determination itself to take this opportunity to make 
a tremendous contribution to the strengthening of our own position 
in the world, through strengthening the position of our friends and 

vakening the position of our potential enemies. 

Mr. Rapwan. I have no further question, but I do want to thank 
you, Mr. Secretary, for your presentation here and also make the 
further observation that, in your statement and your work on this 
resolution, I believe that you are continuing your efforts to build 
support for our foreign policy, a bipartisan foreign policy. I con 
gratulate you. 

Mr. Vorys. Mrs. Kelly. 

Mrs. Ketiy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to join with my colleagues, Mr. Secretary, in welcoming you 
here this morning. 

My question is: How much more effective do you think House 
Joint Resolution 200 will be, or how much more effect do you feel it 
will have, than the notes which were sent by our Government and 
Britain and France to Moscow last September where we emphasized 
the fact that past agreements were initial control agreements and, I 
think, invalidated agreements due to their radically changing condi- 
tions? 

Secretary Duties. Mrs. Kelly, I do not think this resolution is 
going to soften the hearts of the masters in the Kremlin and that they 
will because of the eloquence of our words change their position in any 
respect. 

I believe that this will, as I said, release the forces, the aspirations, 
the hopes among the captive peoples which in due course will make it 
impossible for them to perpetuate their present rule. They will 
probs ably have to give more and more self-government, more autonomy. 
They will have to think more of their proble ms at home, think less of 
their aggressive policies. But that is going to be not because our words 
are going to work a prompt conversion upon the hearts and spirits 
of the masters of the Kremlin. It is going to be because we are going 
to release forces which have been under a damper so long that it was 
not clear that we were dedicated and permanently dedicated to liberty, 
and that we were not prepared to make any kind of deal or compromise 
at which we would try to gain, as the President said, “fancied advan- 
tage for ourselves” at the expense of these people. 

It is going to be a gradual process. This is the beginnine and 
not the end. 

The forees which will be set loose gradua ly you have to app raise 
in different parts of the world; the actions that will follow this up will 
come over the years. Most of them will be nothing to advertise or 
talk about. However, it is very important for us to adopt sound 
policies even though they take quite a long while to bear fruit. 

One of the great advantages that the Soviet leaders have is that 
they do not have to have elections, so that they can think in terms of 
much longer range policies than those of us or those of you who have 
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to be thinking in terms of 2 years from now and whether you are 
going to get reelected. 

The tendency is to think only in terms of policies which are going 
to bear results within a few weeks or a few months. 

I would be less than frank if I did not say to you that I do not 
believe this resolution is going to bear much tangible fruit within the 
next few months. 

The great things of life, and certainly in terms of national lives, 
are seldom done overnight. 

I think it is always helpful to remember that at the time this Nation 
was founded you had a Soviet—not a Soviet; a Russian despotism, 
an imperialist, czarist despotism, with their virtual satellites which 
made up what was then called the Holy Alliance, which dominated a 
large part of the world. They were dominant forces in this hemi- 
sphere. They were in this country, even, almost down to San Fran- 
cisco, in California. 

That tide of despotism which was so high, gradually receded, largely 
under the force of the example that we set, of the faith that we spread 
throughout the world; the hopes that arose among the captive peoples 
of that time, so that that tide of despotism rolled back. 

Now the people who founded our Nation did not expect that to 
happen overnight in a month or two, or that by writing a note to Czar 
Alexander he was going to say, “Well, you are right and I am wrong 
and we will liberate all these people.” 

It was a gradual process. But these gradual processes must. not 
be dismissed because they will take a long while to do. That is the 
reason for getting started quick rather than defe ring it. The longer 
they take to do, the more important it is to get going. That is the 
reason why during the very early days of this administration we bring 
this resolution to you. 

Mrs. Ketiy. Do you believe that the past actions of the United 
States have been constructive, positive actions in condemning the 
Soviet for her aggression and enslavement of people? By that I 
mean the Mutual Security Act, and the Mutual Defense Assistance 
Act, and so forth? 

Secretary DuuuxEs. Yes; I believe that much that we have done to 
try to strengthen the free world has been useful. I was myself a 

rincipal advocate, when I was in the Senate, of the North Atlantic 
Treaty, for example, and Senator Vandenberg took a very active part 
in bringing about the ratification of that treaty. 

I was also in the Senate at the time of the first military assistance 
bill. As a matter of fact, I very largely wrote that particular bill. 

I think that some of the things we have done of that nature which 
were done on a bipartisan basis have been constructive and good. 

I would not say that they have been adequate. 

Mr. Vorys. Mrs. Church. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. Mr. Secretary, may I first apologize for my failure 
to be here at the beginning of the reading of your statement. Nothing 
but an unforeseeabie District emergency which demanded immediate 
attention could have kept me away. 

I have read your statement, sir, and of course commend you highly 
for it. Perhaps I commend you most highly because I thoroughly 
agree that it is only the endemic strength of human freedom which can 
prove our ultimate weapon. I have been saying for a long time that 
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no matter how strong we become—and we must necessarily become 
strong—no matter how much money we spend or give, nothing but 
this principle of human freedom can bring this world back to safety 
and peace. : 

I came with the intent of asking one limited question. I am going 
to adhere to that but make the question a little less limited than 
anticipated, if I may, Mr. Secretary. 

I have heard expressed in the congressional cloakrooms, particu- 
larly among those who feel that the proposed resolution is not strong 
enough, a fear that by voting for this resolution in its present limited 
capacity, a Member will seem to be implying acceptance of a point of 
view which they do not wish to accept. 

In other words, there are people who feel that secret covenants 
secretly arrived at are certainly to be condemned. 

I meant to ask you, Mr. Secretary, and I think I would know the 
answer, whether in your mind acceptance of this resolution or a vote 
for it would seem to be implying acceptance of the contents or the 
method of agreement of the original secret conferences herein referred 
to? 

I seek now to enlarge the question. I have listened carefully 
here this morning, and now I would like your statement to include 
an opinion that a vote for this resolution would not mean acceptance 
of some of the points of view which have been expressed here without 
challenge. For instance, I certainly do not agree that the former 
agreements which necessitated this resolution on the whole were fine 
or honorable; nor do I agree that the agreements made in the past 
have become academic. How could I believe so, Mr. Secretary, when 
600 million additional people have been enslaved due to these agree- 
ments; and when in further consequence we are today facing a world 
in chaos, with 130,000 of our own having suffered casualties in a war? 
Nor am I inclined to agree with the statement of the gentleman from 
New York that internal argument and debate in our country is not 
desirable. 

I go as far as your resolution goes. I hail it as a statement of 
belief in human freedom; but I personally hold to the opinion that a 
bipartisan policy in itself can become a fetish and perhaps that what 
we should seek is not just an “area of agreement’’ but a policy so 
grounded on common sense and so based on moral principle that 
people of both parties will support it, irrespective of a bipartisan 
connection. 

Now if I may get back to my question 

Mr. Burueson. Will the lady yield at that point? 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I do not care to yield. I will yield later if I may 
have the answer first of the Secretary. 

The question which I would like to ask: May I give your assurance 
to the Members of the House who would like a much stronger state- 
ment, that the acceptance of this resolution in this particular form 
does not in any sense preclude a backward glance in the interest of 
constructive planning for the future; and that in the words of your 
own fine statement on page 3, the resolution gives up no rights if 
we choose to assert them, invalidates nothing that is valid? Would 
you care to comment on what I assure you is an honest apprehension? 

Secretary Dutuss. I can assure you that it is my clear and con- 
sidered opinion which is concurred in by my present legal advisor, 
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Mr. Phleger of San Francisco, who is an extremely able international 
lawyer himself, that the acceptance of this resolution in no way 
whatsoever commits us to accept the validity of any interpretation 
of any of these past agreements. 

I would not myself be willing to come here before this body and 
present a resolution which had those implications 

As to our views about those agreements, | have my own views. I 
will send you a copy of them some day in the form of some of the 
speeches | made during the course of the campaign. I think you 
would find from that standpoint our views are not very far apart. 

As I said earlier, this resolution must find an area where we can 
agree. We cannot approach this particular problem which arises 
above partisanship, because this is the basic foundation of America. 
This is a declaration of independence, and I have often quoted Abra- 
ham Lincoln’s statement when he came here to be inaugurated that 
it meant not alone liberty to the people of this country but to all 
people at all times, that it meant the weight should be lifted from all 
shoulders and all men should be free. 

That is what America stands for, and that is what we have put in 
this resolution. 

You and I would not argue about them, but some might argue. 

Mrs. Caurcn. There is then in your opinion no reason for an 
honest man who has protested against these “secret agreements” to 
fear his conscience if he votes for this resolution in the present form? 

Secretary Duties. | would absolve his conscience in a minute. 

[r. Vorys. Mr. Lanham 

Mr. Lansnam. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask to what extent 
these secret agreements were really secret agreements Is it proper 
to call them secret agreements or were they simply not submitted to 
the Senate for ratification? 

Secretary Duties. The resolution as you will see describes them 
as “agreements made during the course of secret conferences,’’ which 
is a more accurate definition 

Now these agreements were made in the course of conferences 
which, of course, at the time were secret. What transpired there 
sometimes came out quick] 
many months afterward. 

I believe, with geod basis, that there are today no secret agree- 


y, sometimes it did not come out for 


ments. I think today the whole story is known insofar as it relates 
to any actual agreements 

Mr. Lannam. As a matter of fact, es igreements as a 
rule are more or less secret, are they not, and they are arrived at in 
secret conferences? 

Secretary Duties. They are normally secret at their inception. 

If you recall the discussions that took place on the treaty-making 
power at the time our Nation was founded, particularly as portrayed 
in some of the Federalist papers, one of the reasons for bringing the 
Senate into the treaty-making process and not the House was that the 
Senate was small enough so that presumably they would keep the 
agreements secret. 

That presumption is not entirely borne out by what now happens 
but at that time it was recognized that many things at their inception 
should be discussed on a basis of confidence, so that that in itself, the 
fact that that was done is not in itself contrary to American tradition. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
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Secretary Duties. However, as I said, President Wilson talked 
about covenants openly arrived at. 

Mr. Lanna. That is pretty difficult, is it not? 

Secretary Dues. It is pretty difficult to have all the processes 
open from the very beginning. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you, sir. 

May I, too, commend you, not only for a splendid statement, but for 
what I think is a very wisely and adroitly worded resolution, which 
I think will not only bring hope to the enslaved peoples of Europe 
but will bring reassurance to some of our friends in both Europe and 
Asia who had misconstrued former statements of the President and 
possibly of yours. 

Secretary Duties. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Adair. 

Mr. Aparr. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Secretary, you have made it 
very clear that you regard this as one of the initial steps in a long- 
range affirmative program, a thing which many of us sincerely and 
deeply applaud. 

My question is simply this: If this resolution be adopted by the 
Congress, what immediate effect, if any, would you anticipate that it 
might have upon warfare now in progress in various places through- 
out the world? 

Mr. Duties. I would not claim for it any immediate effect at all. 
I described it in my statement as, I think, a foundation upon which 
we would build. My answer to the question of Mrs. Kelly indicated 
that I do not think we must rely too much upon things like this 
having an immediate effect. Therefore, I would not want to claim 
for this resolution any immediate effect in terms of the actual fighting 
that is going on today, for example, in Korea. 

Mr. Apatr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Harrison 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Prouty. 

Mr. Proury. Mr. Secretary, obviously this resolution represents a 
compromise. It does not go as far as some of us might prefer. On the 
other hand, I a if we were to concentrate too much on past errors 
real or fancied, we might find ourselves approaching the future in 
reverse. 

It seems to me that in its present form the resolution is generally 
acceptable and will not engender acrimonious debate or appreciable 
delay which might nullify its effectiveness. | personally hope that 
the resolution will be adopted without important changes. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no questions 

Secretary Duties. Thank you. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Bentley. 

Mr. Bentiny. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, | congratulate vou and the administration on this 
resolution and your statement. Having spent a couple years behind 
the Iron Curtain myself, I am confident that it will give a tremendous 
amount of hope and reassurance to the enslaved millions who live back 
there under the shadow of communism. 

I have one or two questions. In the first place, I would like your 
reaction to the statement that the chief determinant in the preparation 
of this resolution and your statement was the psychological effect that 
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it would be expected to have both upon the enslaved peoples and upon 
the Kremlin itself. Would that be a correct assumption, sir? 

Secretary Duuues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bentiey. Therefore, I presume the reason it was not more 
specific and that it only dealt in generalities was that the list of Soviet 
violations was too extensive to be included. Am I correct? 

Secretary Duties. Yes. That would not be particularly effective 
in what I call a new declaration of independence. There is perhaps an 
occasion for making that list. I think the material is before this 
committee. I think it was sent here some year or two ago. I believe 
it has been brought up to date with 1 or 2 additions since then, and 
that may at some other time appropriately form the occasion for a 

resolution but we wanted to have this sufficiently brief and compact 
so that it could be effectively carried, for example, by radio, shortwave, 
and so forth, effectually into Lron-Curtain areas. 

Mr. BentLey. Mr. Secretary, you have inferred, of course, that 
there is no contradiction between the resolution and the position of 
the Senate at the time of the Japanese Peace Treaty almost a year 
ago now, which, of course, purported to recognize no commitment 
contained in the Yalta agreement concerning Soviet territorial acqui- 
sition in the Far East. Would you say it would likewise not be incon- 
sistent with any future declaration concerning Soviet territorial acqui- 
sitions in Europe? 

Secretary Dutuzs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bentiey. But you feel it would be premature to make a state- 
ment regarding such acquisitions in Europe at this time? 

Secretary Dutuxrs. As I said perhaps I believe as a result of my 
legal training and experience that when you have what I call an elec- 
tion of remedies, the longer you can keep your choice open the better, 
as long as you do not in the process prejudice your case at all. 

This will not prejudice our case at all. It will permit us—if you 
try to keep enforceable some of the arrangements which are still 
operating; the agreement, for instance, about Berlin and Vienna—if 
we repudiated all the agreements it would deprive us of certain argu- 
ments. 

I would not want to say that the reason why the Soviet allows us 
today to be in Berlin and Vienna is because they recognize the validity 
and sanctity of these arrangements, because they have destroyed so 
much of them that what remains is not a symbol of good faith, you 
might say. On the other hand, they could often act in a Jegalistic 
manner. They wait until they have what they consider legalistic 
excuses oftentimes before they act, and I would think, and I know 
that people in some of these areas themselves feel very strongly that 
their own position would be weakened if there was to be a wholesale 
denunciation at this time of these agreements. 

If ever the moment comes when we get some real advantage or 
when we have to clarify our position as was the case in relation to the 
Japanese Peace Treaty—you will recall that I had a leading part 
perhaps in the negotiation of the Japanese treaty and this interpreta- 
tive resolution adopted by the Senate at that time was in the main 
drawn up by me in consultation with the Foreign Relations Committee. 

In other words, I believed then in making perfectly clear at the time 
when we had to make a legal decision on a treaty as to the future of 
Japan and other areas, that the Soviet did not have any rights at all 
by virtue of that agreement. 
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I would be prepared to do the same thing whenever events so shape 
themselves that we have to make the decision, but I prefer to see us 
wait to do that until, in one case or another, that decision is forced 
on us. 

Mr. Bentiey. That language, of course, is borne out in the next 
to the last paragraph of your statement. It also leaves us free to 
pursue other courses to take other steps in the future. 

Secretary Duties. That is what I had in mind. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Secretary, I have one question. There has been 
criticism of the President’s prescribed resolution as not going far 
enough or not being strong enough. 

You have mentioned that it is in the spirit of our early Republic 
and the spirit of the Declaration of Independence. It seems to me 
it is in the tradition of the Monroe Doctrine which was after all 
aimed at Russia, but I want to ask you whether there is any exact 
parallel to this proposed joint declaration of the President and the 
Congress rejecting subjugation of peoples and giving hopes to their 
freedom. 

I know of none. I wondered whether there is any parallel for this. 

Secretary Duties. I am quite sure, Mr. C hairman, that this action 
is unparalleled. Perhaps the closest parallel to it is the Monroe 
Doctrine that you referred to, although in that case there was no 
actual formal action by the Congress. That you may recall was a 
message which the President sent to the Congress. The historians 
report that it was received with great enthusiasm by the Congress, 
but the Congress did not itself formally act on the matter. 

That Monroe Doctrine declaration is the closest parallel. That 
declaration not only united the American people behind a momentous 
foreign policy, but it gave tremendous hope and endeavor to the 
captive peoples of the world which, as I have pointed out, largely as 
a result of that, began gradually to push this tide of despotism back. 

I believe that this resolution taken at this time—if taken as I 
hope with virtually unanimous support of the Congress—will resound 
through the ages and will in due course obtain a dignity and position 
in history comparable to that of the Declaration of Independence and 
the Monroe Doctrine. 

Mr. Vorys. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

The committee will adjourn. If it is agreeable we will meet here 
in this room in executive session at 1:30, and at 2 o’clock we will 
hear the Members of Congress who have pending resolutions and 
any other Members of Congress. 

We regret that we could not reach them this mo rning, but we will 
hear them as promptly as we can. 

The meeting is adjourned, and the Secretary is dismissed with 
thanks. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
at 1:30 p. m., the same day, in executive session.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The committee reconvel ned in open session, in room 1301, New 
House Office Building, at 2 p. m., Hon. John M. Vorys presiding. 

Mr. Vorys (presiding). We have invited Members of Congress to 
be heard this afternoon. No one outside Congress has asked to be 
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heard. I believe that the only communication filed with the com- 
mittee as to this resolution is the following telegram to our chairman: 
Detroit, Micu., February 23, 1953. 
Congressman CHIPERFIELD 
Washington, D tie 

President’s draft of a resolution only condemning the breaking of the Yalta 
Acreement by Russia reaffirms in fact that shameful document, reverting to the 
argument repeatedly used by Truman and Acheson. All nationality groups in 
the 13 States represented in our organization consider the resolution as an outright 
repudiation of solemn pledges contained in the Republican platform which were 
the basis for a switch in the vote to our party. Unless the wording of this resolu- 
tion is changed untold harm will be caused which may lose for us the 1954 election. 
We recommend, therefore, inclusion of following passage: ‘““The Yalta Agreement 
has been contracted without the knowledge of Congress and consent of the 
Senate, in contravention of binding agreements in force at that time. Without 
the knowledge or consent of the Chinese and the Polish people whose sovereign 
Governments were our allies at that time the Yalta Agreement disposed of their 
territories and forced upon them against the people’s will Soviet-sponsored Com- 
munist Government.” 

The National Republican Committee of Americans of Polish Descent: 
rank Lemke, Michigan, national chairman; Mansfield Amlicki, 
New Jersey, national vice chairman; John Brenza, Illinois, na- 
tional treasurer; Francis J. Wazeter, New York State chairman; 
Joseph Habuda, Ohio State chairman; Leo Knoll, Pennsylvania 
Sta‘e chairman; Frank Wabiszewski, Wisconsin State chairman; 
A. M. Grudzinski, Rhode Island State chairman; Vincent Kowa- 
lewski, Delaware State chairman; Andrew J. Kata, Connecticut 
State chairman; Anthony J. Slonina, Massachusetts State chair- 
man; Thomas B. Cerajewski, Indiana State chairman; Frank 
Padieski, Michigan State chairman; S. Strakacz, California State 
chairman. 

If it is agreeable with the committee, we will first hear members of 
our own committee who have resolutions. 

Mr. Smith of Wisconsin is unable to be with us at this time but will 
file a statement shortly. 

We are now ready to hear from Mr. Radwan. We will then hear 
from Mr. Bentley. Then we will proceed to hear in the order in which 
their resolutions are filed, Mr. O’Hara, Mr. Hale, Mr. Machrowicz, 
Mr. Kersten; Mr. Bosch cannot be here and is to file a statement which 
we will put in the record, and Mr. Lane. 

Then we will hear from Mr. O’Konski. 

Mr. Rapwan. I will yield at this time and want to yield my posi- 
tion to Mr. Machrowicz who wants to get away. 

Mr. Vorys. Could we have the attention of the committee? 

Thank vou. 

Mr. Radwan has asked to yield to Mr. Machrowicz, who is not a 
member of the committee, to be heard at this time. I had mentioned 
the order which was merely calling on members of the committee first. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I have no desire to be heard before members of 
the committee. 

Mr. Vorys. As far as I am concerned, I am glad to hear from 
everybody at everybody’s convenience. I am here for the afternoon. 

Mr. Bentley. 

Mr. Bentiery. I will be glad to yield to my colleague from Michigan. 

Mr. Vorys. Very well. 

Mr. Rapwan. I may say, Mr. Chairman, that when I yield to Mr. 
\Machrowicz, it is done in the spirit of bipartisanship. 

Mr. Vorys. We will be glad to hear from Mr. Machrowicz. 

H. J. Res. 111 follows:) 
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[H. J. Res. 111, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 
JOINT RESOLUTION Declaring that the Yalta agreement is no longer binding on the United States 


Whereas the agreement signed at Yalta, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
on February 12, 1945, by representatives of the United States, the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics committed all three governments to the principle that the people ot 
the nations liberated from nazism and fascism should have the right to choose 
the form of government under which they will live; and 

Whereas despite the fact that the Provisional Government of Poland was 
pledged to the holding of free elections as soon as possible on the basis of universal 
suffrage and secret ballot, the Soviet Government conspired with such provisional 
government to delay elections for twenty-three months until the machinery of 
the police state was organized; and 

Whereas the Soviet Government declined to act in conjunction with the Govern- 
ments of the United States and Great Britain in condemning the fraudulent char- 
acter of the elections held in Poland on January 19, 1917; and 

Whereas the Soviet Government has also forcibly interfered in the internal 
affairs of Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, and Yugoslavia, 
thus making it impossible for the respective peoples of such nations to hold free 
elections to form governments of their own choice; and 

Whereas the withdrawal of the United States from the Yalta Agreement for the 
above reasons will ree mphasize to the peoples of the world the adherence of the 
United States to the principles of the Atlantic Charter and will serve to give hope 
to the subjugated peoples of Europe through knowledge that the United States is 
mindful of their desire to achieve independence and self-government: Therefore 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Re prese ntatives of the l'nited States of America 
in Congress assembled, That in view of the repeated violations by the Soviet Gov- 


ernment of the agreement between the Governments of the United States, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics signed at Yalta, Union of Soviet Socialist Republies, on Febru- 
ary 12, 1945, such agreement is hereby declared to be no longer binding on the 
United States, and the President is requested to take such action as may be neces- 


sary to effectuate the withdrawal of the United States from such agreement 


STATEMENT OF HON. THADDEUS M. MACHROWICZ, A REPRE- 
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to take much of 
your time because I think it is quite obvious from the trend of what 
happened this morning as to what this committee will eventually do. 

However, I welcome this opportunity to be heard by the committee 
on House Joint Resolution 200 which is now under consideration. 

There are a number of resolutions before the committee on this 
subject matter. Most of them call for repudiation of the Yalta, and 
other secret agreements, or so-called secret agreements. 

My resolution, House Joint Resolution 111, reflects my position in 
this matter, namely that we should declare forthright an unequivocal 
repudiation of the Yalta agreement, the provisions of which have 
been violated by Soviet Russia by failing to provide for free elections 
to the now enslaved nations, on the basis of universal suffrage and 
secret ballot under conditions insuring freedom of vote. 

Since these hearings are scheduled to consider House Joint Resolu- 
tion 200, and since it is quite obvious, as I said, that the committee 
will seriously consider that resolution, | will confine my remarks to 
its provisions. 

I find no criticism of the content of the proposed resolution, nor, 
may I add, do I have any objections or criticism of the very com- 
plete remarks of the Secretary of State made on this matter. 

However, I do seriously doubt whether it can accomplish the 
purpose for which it is intended, 
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The intent of the resolution is, I believe, to strengthen our ties 
with the people of Europe and Asia by reaffirming our purpose 
and our aim of restoring freedom to all enslaved peoples and thus 
to restore their faith a their confidence in us. 

The resolution merely rejects Soviet interpretations of these 
agreements which brought about the subjugation of free peoples 
and proclaims the hope—and I underscore the words “the hope”— 
that they shall again enjoy the right of self-determination. 

There is absolutely nothing new in these presentations except 
the possibility that Congress now joins in these expressions made 
previously by the executive branch of our Government as has been 
pointed out very ably by our colleague, Mr. Roosevelt. 

These are merely repetitions of statements made by our Govern- 
ment representatives ever since May of 1945. They fall far short 
of the expectations of these people based on the President’s State 
of the Union message and on many other official declarations, or 
declarations of people who are now in the Government of the United 
States, made in the last few months. 

The effect of this resolution, therefore, will be very depressing and 
disappointing to them. 

And, might I state, Mr. Chairman, that I noted with care the 
Secretary’s statement that he had been informed by representatives 
of these various governments, including the Polish, that this is the 
type of resolution that is desired by those people. 

I may state with full honesty that I think I have pretty close contact 
with some of these representatives and I have contacted them as early 
as this morning and at noon, and I find that this is not the truth. It 
is very disappointing to them. 

To these people, Soviet tyranny and oppression are grim facts. 
Mere expressions of hope, no matter how often repeated, are of little 
comfort to them unless accompanied by positive declarations of policy 
and of intent. 

I understand that President Eisenhower has in his conference of 
yesterday expressed his agreement to amend the resolution which 
would more effectively accomplish the desired result. 

May I, therefore, respectfully suggest that if this committee decides 
to recommend adoption of House Joint Resolution 200, amendments 
be included which would express a firm declaration of our policy—not 
our hope, but our policy—and our goal for which we would strive; 
namely withdrawal from foreign territory of Soviet troops and officials 
and the creation of conditions under which the people of these countries 
can have the free and unfettered elections of which they have been 
deprived and to which they are entitled. 

Unless this is done, this resolution is futile and does little toward 
establishing confidence in the sincerity and integrity of our aims. 

And so, Mr. Chairman, I urge very sincerely that if we are to adopt 
the resolution as submitted by the President, that it at Jeast be given 
something strengthening which will give some smal] bit of hope to 
those people behind the Iron Curtain. 

I might say that in the last few weeks I spoke on the Voice of 
America on three occasions to the people in Poland. I have read 
many statements made by the Voice of America to these people. 
This resolution runs very, very far short of what these people have 
expected to receive from this Congress and I therefore hope that the 
Congress will seriously consider resolutions or amendments which will 
amend the resolutions in question. 
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Mr. Vorys. Thank you, Mr. Machrowicz, and with the indulgence 
of the committee, the Chair would like to ask a question. 

As I understand it, your recommendation would be in substance 
that if this resolution is adopted it should involve an amendment 
that would provide for unequivocal repudiation of the Yalta 
agreement? 

Mr. Macurowicz. No, Mr. Chairman. I certainly hope that such 
a resolution would be adopted but I realize the urgency of a strong, 
unanimous expression and I say that if this resolution in question is 
being considered that it be strengthened by an inclusion not only 
of our hopes, but a firm expression of our determination, of our policy, 
which is aimed at the securing of the removal of foreign troops from 
Poland and from these other countries and aimed at the obtaining, 
as soon as possible, of conditions which will warrant free and unfettered 
elections. 

Mr. Vorys. I thought you were in favor of unequivocal repudi- 
ation of the Yalta agreement. 

I would like to read to you this provision in that agreement with 
which you are no doubt familiar. 

This Polish Provisional Government of National Unity shall be pledged to the 
holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the basis of uni- 
versal suffrage and secret ballot. In these elections, all democratic and anti-Nazi 
parties shall have the right to take part and to put forward candidates. 

I wondered whether you would want us to repudiate that part of the 
agreement? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, I hope I have made myself 
clear. My resolution calls for the repudiation of the Yalta agreement 
and not of any particular provision, based on the fact that the Rus- 
sians have violated the agreement the Chairman has just read. 

We should feel no longer bound by that agreement. 

I do understand this—that there is a necessity of unanimity here. 
There is something to the argument made by Secretary of State that 
we must have a firm expression which has bipartisan support, and I 
am willing to endorse the resolution submitted by Mr. Vorys of 
this committee, but I think that resolution should be strengthened. 

House Joint Resolution 200 should be strengthened by expressing 
not only fond hopes—we have been giving these people hopes for 
years. That is nothing new. We have been giving them those 
10pes since 1945. These people desire an expression of what our 
policy will be on the very urgent matter of getting these foreign 
agents and troops out of Poland. 

We do not urge any such thing as war. We know that this must 
be accomplished by peaceful methods, but we feel there should be 
something in there which would express our policy, our foreign policy 
directly toward a return of conditions which will make possible free 
and unfettered elections. 

Mr. Vorys. The Chair rules that his time has expired. 

Mr. Richards. 

Mr. Ricuarps. No questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Chiperfield. 

Chairman CurprerFieLp. Thank you for your statement. 

My only thought is that we do find an area of agreement; otherwise 
the effect of a resolution is almost nil. I understand how different 
members have different views on the matter, but I think in the long 
run, if we can get something we can all agree on, it will be better for 
us all. 
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Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, it is my honest opinion that an 
amendment along the lines I have suggested would find unanimity 
in this House. . 

Chairman CHIPERFIELD. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Gordon. 

Mr. Gorpvon. I want to thank you, Mr. Machrowicz, for appearing 
before this committee. 

You believe your amendment would strengthen this resolution, 
and make it more firm, is that your opinion? 

Mr. Macurowicz. It most certainly would. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Carnahan. 

Mr. CarRNAHAN. Ne questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Fulton. 

Mr. Funiton. This is an open hearing. I agree with you, Mr. 
Machrowicz. 

What we had better do is have a firm policy that governs our actions 
that other nations can see, who are our friends, in what direction we 
are going, and likewise it does encourage people who have had only 
very slim hopes lately, rather than any firm policy. 

Thank you for coming. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Judd. 

Mr. Jupp. Mr. Machrowicz, were you here this morning when Mr. 
Dulles testified? 

Mr. Macurowicz. I was, yes. 

Mr. Jupp. Do you not agree that in his oral statements, here, he 
went a great deal farther than does the resolution? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Most definitely. I would much rather have 
seen those oral statements in the resolution than the resolution as it 
stands. 

Mr. Jupp. That is the point. 

If what he said comes pretty near to representing what I believe 
and I think you believe is the majority opinion of our people, the over- 
whelming majority, and since it has already been said on the highest 
authority in public, and officially, would there be any objection in 
your mind to saying some of those things in the resolution even using 
his own words, provided it was clear ahead of time that it would 
still go through with the resounding approval of the overwhelming 
majority of Congress? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Most assuredly. 1 would like to see resolutions, 
and I believe there is one before this committee, which would follow 
the words of the President in his State of the Union message. 

i think that would go far and much farther than the resolution 
that is proposed. 

Mr. Jupp. Do you have language in line with what you said, 
declaring that it is not only the hope, but that it is declared to be the 
polic: vy of the United States? 

Mr. Macurowicz. The policy and the goal for which we strive. 

Mr. Jupp. Do you have appropriate langu: age to be incorporated? 

Mr. Macurowicz. I would be very happy to prepare it this after- 
noon, if nec essary : 

Mr. Javirs. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Jupp. Certainly. 

Mr. Javirs. Would it satisfy your views and those of people who 
feel like you if, on page 2, line 10 of the resolution, instead of the 
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words “the hope’’ those words were stricken and the resolution sub- 
stituted there: 

It is the policy of the United States that Congress join with the President of the 
United States in proclaiming it as the policy of the United States that the peoples 
who have been subjected 

Mr. Macurowicz. That would be an improvement. 

Mr. Javits. Would that satisfy it? We have to know whether it 
satisfies the point of view or not. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I might state this, Mr. Javits, it would not 
completely satisfy me, but I think it would be an improvement over 
the language now contained in the resolution. 

Mr. Javits. Thank you. 

Mr. Jupp. I think that would have to be polished up a bit. If 
you put the word “expectation’”’ in—“proclaiming the hope and 
expectation’ —it makes it a little stronger although it does not say 
we will support—I have grave doubts as to whether the United States 
ought to say in an official document that it will support any and all 
revolutionary efforts. 

That might defeat its own end. There might be some hotheads who 
would then say, ‘‘no matter what we do, the United States is pledged 
to support us” and you would get a premature uprising or revolution 
which could be disastrous. 

I do not think we can go to the point of saying publicly we will sup- 
port it. We can say, ‘‘We hope—we expect—we encourage,” but 
“support,” I am afraid of saying that ahead of time. 

We would be committed to something that we cannot predict. 
That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Zablocki. 

Mr. Zasiockr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to also express 
my appreciation for the contribution of Mr. Machrowicz on this very 
controversial issue. 

I am sure we are all in accord that we would like to have unanimity 
in this particular resolution. I think the climate is a bit better now 
than it was during the last session. 

I think we are going to Jook at this resolution without politics and 
without an ax to grind to try to put condemnation on any past 
administration. 

I am sure we all agree with Mr. Machrowicz’s suggestion to include 
his amendment. Pe orsonally I hope it will be aece epted. I hope his 
amendment will be included in House Joint Resolution 200. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Javits. 

Mr. Javits. I appreciate your saying what you do, Mr. Machrowicz, 
but I do feel that a joint declaration by the Congress of the United 
States and the President, even if it says “hope,” has enormous force. 
I do not think that we ought to let our semantic analysis of the words 
lessen the tremendous impact of such a declaration by both the 
President and the Congress of the United States. 

I hope very much—and I say this constructively—I hope very 
much that people like yourself, if this resolution passes as written, or 
substantially as written, will nevertheless, despite the deep convictions 
that you hold, still take the view with m any of these groups in the 
country with which you are so persuasive, and properly so, that 
something real has been done. 
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[ think it would be very unfortunate if we should do this in this 
deliberate way, after debate and hearings and all the panoply of 
democratic government and then have the folks who ought to be 
impressed with it, have it interpreted to them as being something 
that does not really mean too much. 

I feel that you should give great weight to the fact of the adoption 
of this resolution. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I would not be so perturbed about these words 
if it was not for the fact that there have been so many reckless state- 
ments made in recent months by people who have been promising 
these people things that I am afraid this will be a terrible letdown 
to these people, and it may have exactly the opposite effect to that 
which we desire. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Burleson. 

Mr. Burzteson. No questions, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Radwan. 

Mr. Rapwan. No questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Roosevelt. 

Mr. Roosrvetr. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Voi tvs. Mrs. Church. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. No questions. 

Mr. V orys. Mrs. Kelly. 

Mrs. Keuuy. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Do you feel past actions of the United States do leave a doubt in 
the minds of the people in Poland? 

Mr. Macurowicz. I did not hear that. 

Mrs. Ketiy. Do you feel that the past actions of the United States 
have left doubt in the minds of the people of Poland, of our hope? 

Mr. Macurowicz. J} am afraid the lack of action has raised some 
doubts in the minds of those people; yes. 

Mr. Roosevet. Will the lady yield? 

Mrs. Keuuy. Yes. 

Mr. Roosrve.ttr. What kind of action would you suggest that the 
United States should take or could have taken? Certainly it took 
plenty of diplomatic action; all the diplomatic action it could take 
at the repeated violations of the Yalta agreement by Russia. We 
took this action not only with regard to Poland, but with regard to 
other satellite nations as well. 

What do you mean? 

Mr. Macurowicz. That it affirms a statement of policy, a firm 
one. It has always used the word “hope’’ which today is a hated 
word in Poland. 

Mr. Roosrve tt. If the lady will yield for 1 more minute. As I 
understand it, the Yalta agreement, as has been read by our chairman, 
sets forth a very firm and a ve ry strong policy of the United States 
with regard to free and unfettered elections in these conquered and 
occupied territories of Eastern Europe, rather countries of Eastern 
Europe, and whenever that policy agreed on by the three nations has 
been violated by the Kremlin we have done all that we could to object 
to their violations of the policy that they had agreed with us on. 

Mr. Macnurowicz. I have said it in my statement that there have 
been any number, as you have stated this morning, of declarations by 
our Government protesting these violations. 

The mistake at Yalta, I think, was that no proper machinery was 
furnished for the proper election, free elections, to be had. 





SUBJUGATION OF FREE PEOPLES BY THE SOVIET UNION 31 

We have done nothing to correct that. It is true that we probably 
cannot do anything at this time, but let us at least state firmly and 
positively what we mean. That it is not only hope, but it is a policy 
and goal that we are going to work for. 

Mr. Roosevetr. May I state for the record that with full recogni- 
tion of your opinions on this, | concur with Mr. Javits that it is of 
vital importance that the groups who are in our minds when we write 
this resolution, and when we approve it, if we approve it as now 
written, understand the full weight and the full importance of the 
United States Congress and the executive joining in a very strong 
expression of views. I consider it an indirect way of reiteration of 
our policy and our goal, which have in my opinion been in effect ever 
since the beginning of World War II. 

The very reason we went to war in World War II, was to stop the 
oppression from which these same people are now suffering under a 
different guise. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Adair. 

Mr. Apatr. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Prouty. 

Mr. Provury. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Bentley. 

Mr. Bentiey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Machrowicz, I am inclined to be very sympathetic with your 
attitude concerning the repudiation of the Yalta agreement. 

Incidentally, in paragraph 2 of page 2 of your own bill, here, I 
presume that the omission of the Baltic States was unintentional, was 
it not? 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is correct. 

I might state that the occupation of some of those Baltic States 
has never been recognized by: this country. 

Mr. Benriey. Now in regard to any declaration or statement about 
the removal of Soviet troops from Poland and the other satellite 
countries, I believe that those troops are there allegedly as communi- 
‘ation troops with their forces in East Germany and Austria; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Macurowicz. I do not know that I am able to answer that 
question, Mr. Bentley. I presume that is true. 

Mr. Bentury. That is the excuse the Soviets used for maintaining 
them there? 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is right. 

Mr. Bentiey. Would it be possible to effect their withdrawal in 
any legal manner until such a time as you had an Austrian or a 
German peace treaty? 

Mr. Macurowicz. I do not think so, and that is not my intention. 
I do not think we can accomplish any of these matters we are striving 
for just by the adoption of any kind of a resolution. It requires more 
than that, but I am trying to define our real intentions a little more 
clearly than we are doing in this resolution. Our goals. 

Mr. Bentiey. I can see your position and, as I say, I have con- 
siderable sympathy with it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Lanham. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Machrowicz, I am afraid if we said anything 
about removing the troops from Poland—I would like to see it done, 
but I am afraid we would scare the socks off of our friends in Western 
Europe. We have to think of them at the same time 
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Mr. Macurowicz. I do not see why we should be afraid of that. 

Mr. Lannam. Well they think immediately it means war and I 
think so, too. I do not think there is any way to remove those troops 
or carry out this policy, except war, until we have made a lot more 
progress in the United Nations. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. We cannot carry out any of the policies, 
whether it is House Joint Resolution 111, or 200, or any of the others, 
without war. 

Mr. Lanuam. That is right, but in the meantime why should we 
frighten our friends and allies in Western Europe who are already 
alarmed now at some of these statements that were made in the heat 
of the campaign and to which you referred a few minutes ago? 

Mr. Macurowicz. I would like to say I have been in Europe a few 
months ago and talked to the leaders of many of these people and I 
have been in contact with many of them in this country and I think 
I know they think there is less danger from a clear forthright statement 
of what we are actually going to do than from any vague statement. 

Mr. Lanuam. As Mr. Roosevelt has pointed out, there is not much 
we can do, it seems to me. 

Mr. Macurowicz. We can express our policies and our goals. 
That is a lot different than our hopes. 

There is a great difference there. 

Mr. Roosrevettr. Would the gentleman yield for one suggestion to 
my good friend, Mr. Machrowicz? 

Mr. Lanuam. Yes. 

Mr. Roosrve tr. I think if you go back again as I did this morning 
to President Truman’s March 12, 1947, Truman doctrine speech to 
the Congress, he stated this, which is a different quotation: 

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples 

who are resisting attempted subjugation by Army authorities or by outside 
pressures. 
I think if you view this new resolution in the light of what President 
Truman has so often repeated, you can explain to the people whom 
you are worried will misinterpret this resolution, that this is the con- 
tinuation of what has been a firm policy of the United States Govern- 
ment ever since the beginning of World War II. 

Thank you, Mr. C hairman 

Mr. Lanuam. That is all. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, no questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Thank you very much, Mr. Machrowicz. 

Mr. Bentley, do you wish to be heard? 

Mr. Brentuey. I believe Mr. Radwan takes precedence. 

Mr. Rapwan. I have passed completely for the time being. 

(H. Con. Res. 68 follows:) 

{H. Con. Res. 68, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That the 
Congress finds that the Governments of the Soviet Union and its satellites have 
followed a course of systematic enslavement of peoples in flagrant violation of 
their agreements with the United States and other free nations. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Soviet pattern of subjugation has included numerous violations 
of pledges contained in the Protocol of the Proceedings of the Crimea Conference 
of February 1945 (referred to in this resolution as the ‘Yalta agreement’’). 
Examples of such violations are given in the sonnets subsections of this section. 


(b) (1) The Yalta agreement provided that the Governments of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union would work together “in 
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assisting the peoples liberated from the domination of Nazi Germany and the 
peoples of the former Axis satellite states of Europe to solve by democratic means 
their pressing political and economic problems.” It declared that Huropean 
reconstruction ‘‘must be achieved by processes which will enable the liberated 
peoples to destroy the last vestiges of nazism and fascism and to create democratic 
institutions of their own choice.’”’ It provided that the three Governments would 
‘jointly assist the people in any Furopean liberated state or former Axis satellite 
state in Europe where in their judgment conditions require * * * to form interim 
governmental authorities broadly representative of all democratic elements in the 
population and pledged to the earliest possible establishment through free elec 
tions of governments responsive to the will of the people * * *,” 

(2) Despite the pledges quoted in paragraph (1), the Government of the Soviet 
Union has consistently refused to cooperate with the Governments of the United 
States and the United Kingdom in creating democratic institutions in liberated 
Lurope, but instead, through local Communist parties and through its own agents 
and armed forces, has subverted the will of the people to totalitarianism, in nega- 
tion of fundamental freedoms, in Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Kstonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Rumania. In 1945 Soviet authorities 
demanded and obtained the replacement of the secretary general of Bulgaria’s 
largest political party; in 1947 Soviet troops arrested the former secretary general 
of the Smallholders Party in Hungary; and in the election of 1946 in Rumania, 
Soviet troops broke up meetings of the opposition. These are only three of 
innumerable examples of Soviet interference with democratic processes in liberated 
Europe. 

(3) Despite the pledges quoted in paragraph (1), the Government of the Soviet 
Union consistently refused to cooperate with the Governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom to assist in solving the pressing economic problems of 
liberated Europe. While refusing United States proposals for tripartite examina- 
tion of the economic problems of Hungary and Rumania, the Soviet Government 
has forced discriminatory economic agreements upon Hungary, and has pre- 
clusively exploited the Rumanian economy) There are many similar examples of 
economic exploitation by the Soviet Government in these and other countries of 
liberated Europe. 

(c) The Yalta agreement provided that the Polish Government “shall bs 
pledged to the holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the 
basis of universal suffrage and secret ballot In these elections all democratic 
and anti-Nazi parties shall have the right to take part and to put forward candi- 
dates.”’ Despite this pledge, when it became apparent that the Polish Govern- 
ment was ruthlessly suppressing democratic opposition in the 1947 elections, the 
Soviet Government refused to join the Governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom in calling for a strict fulfillment of Poland’s obligations. 

(d) The Yalta agreement provided that “the final delimitation of the Western 
frontier of Poland should * * * await the Peace Conference.” Despite this 
provision, the Government of the Soviet Union has repeatedly maintained that 
the Oder-Niesse line constitutes the definitive German-Polish frontier; in 1950 the 
Sov‘et-controlled Governments of Poland and Eastern Germany signed an agree- 
ment to that effect. 

Src. 3. Repeated violations of the Yalta agreement have confirmed that the 
hopes of the negotiators that the Soviet Government would fulfill its obligations 
under the agreement were groundless. In return for worthless promises by the 
Soviet Government, certain concessions were made in the Yalta agreement which 
have facilitated the enslavement of peoples by the Soviet Union and its satellites. 

Sec. 4. It is, therefore, the sense of the Congress that (1) the United States 
should recognize no commitment contained in the Yalta agreement which pur- 
ports to confer upon the Soviet Union any right, title, or interest in or to any 
territory formerly belonging to any other nation of Europe; and (2) in reaffirmation 
of the position taken by the United States Senate in giving its advice and consent 
to the peace treaty with Japan on March 20, 1952, the United States should 
recognize no commitment contained in the Yalta agreement which purports to 
confer upon the Soviet Union any right, title, or interest in or to South Sakhalin 
or any of its adjacent islands, the Kurile Islands, the Habomai Islands, the Island 
of Shikotan, or any other territory, rights, or interests possessed by Japan on 
Dece mber ra 1941. 

Src. 5. The Congress joins with the President in declaring, as he did in his 
address to the Congress on February 2, 1953, that the United States will ‘‘never 
acquiesce in the enslavement of any people in order to purchase fancied gain for 
ourselves”, and that “this Government recognizes no kind of commitment con- 
tained in secret understanding of the past with foreign governments which permit 
this kind of enslavement.” 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ALVIN M. BENTLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Bentiey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in 
connection with the current hearings on House Joint Resolution 200, 
regarding the subjugation of free peoples by the Soviet Union, I am 
presenting this statement on behalf of House Concurrent Resolution 
68, concerning the course of systematic enslavement of peoples by 
the Soviet Union and its satellites in flagrant violation of their agree- 
ments with the United States and other free nations. 

By way of background, Mr. Chairman, I take this opportunity to 
remind the committee that I spent more than 2 years in the service 
of the United States Government behind the Iron Curtain in the 
satellite country of Hungary with visits to the neighboring satellite of 
Czechoslovakia. This period of service coincided with the most rapid 
period of communization of Hungary. ‘The same procedure was 
followed in all other European satellites, the distinction being only 
one of timing. 

House Concurrent Resolution 68 is directed solely at the protocol 
of the proceedings of the Crimea Conference of February 1945, 
otherwise known as the Yalta agreement. I have deliberately omitted 
reference to the Potsdam agreement, for example, since [ feel that 
any denunciation of Potsdam or a part thereof, might seriously 
jeopardize our position in Berlin. On the other hand, I do not find 
tha the Yalta agreement contains any provisions which accrued so 
rreatly to our benefit that our national interests would be jeopardized 
* its loss. In other words, if Yalta were scrapped, we would lose 
nothing of import; if Potsdam were scrapped, the entire German 
picture might be radically revised. 

In section 2 (b) (1) I have quoted various agreements to which the 
Soviet Union was a party at Yalta concerning assistance to the 
liberated peoples of Europe in forming their own democratic institu- 
tions. I have then cited a few of the numerous examples of Soviet 
violations of these pledges, both as to direct action and as to failure 
to cooperate and consult with the United States and Great Britain in 
matters of specified mutual interest in this respect. I specifically 
mention the Polish elections of January 1947, in section 2 (c). 

I would like to point out here, Mr. Chairman, that the language of 
this resolution confines itself to violations directly on the part of the 
Soviet Government. I have deliberately avoided reference to any 
violations on the part of the satellites. This, of course, has somewhat 
narrowed the field. My own experience reminds me ‘that many ac- 
tions, in fact, the majority, which led to the communization of the 
satellites were done by the Soviet puppet governments and their 
agents directly rather than the Soviet authorities, even though one 
knew perfectly well who pulled the strings behind the scenes 

For example, in connection with the Polish elections, I have spec ific- 
ally mentioned, not the fact that the Soviet Government interfered 
with these elections and prevented them from being free and demo- 
cratic, but that the Soviets refused to join with the United States and 
Great Britain in calling on the Polish Government to fulfill its obliga- 
tions. After all, my resolution is dealing solely and specifically with 
the Yalta agreement and neither the Polish Government nor the other 
satellites were direct parties to this agreement. 
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Therefore, I have confined my language to strictly Soviet violations. 
The same procedure has been followed with reference to the question 
of the western frontier of Poland. 

Section 4 of my resolution would, therefore, in consequence of these 
violations, declare it to be the sense of the Congress that the United 
States should recognize no commitment contained in the Yalta agree- 
ment which purports to confer upon the Soviet Union any right, title, 
or interest in or to any territory formerly belonging to any other 
nation of Europe. I wish to specify that such a declaration would 
include the countries of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania which have 
now been incorporated into the Soviet Union as Soviet Socialist Repub- 
lies. It would also include Soviet territorial acquisitions in Poland, 
east Prussia, Slovakia, and Rumania which occurred during or subse- 
quent to World War II. 

With respect to the Far East, my resolution limits itself to a reaf- 
firmation of the position taken by the Senate in its ratification of the 
Japanese peace treaty on March 20, 1952. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my resolution would uriite the sense of the 
Congress with the feelings of President Ei ise »nhower as expressed in his 
State of the Union message on February 2, 1953. 

I believe that one of the most important tests we can apply to such 
a resolution is to attempt to determine its effect behind the Iron 
Curtain. Basically, ladies and gentlemen, we are not passing this 
resolution for the purpose of fulfilling campaign promises or for other 
political reasons. We are going to adopt this resolution to provide 
our Government with a vehicle in the field of psychological warfare 
to be used, so far as possible, within the Soviet sphere of influence, 

Therefore, I think that we should weigh carefully the effect that the 
language of the resolution will have upon the enslaved peoples who 
today live under the shadow of the Kremlin. 

I would like to point out one thing and that is in connection with the 

Secretary’s written statement of this morning, in the next to the last 
paragraph in which he says, “It’’—meaning the resolution— 
also leaves us free to pursue other courses and to take other steps in the future as 
circumstances may indicate their desirability. 
I would like to suggest, Mr. Chairman, very respectfully, that it might 
be possible if we do unite in approving House Joint Resolution 200, 
that other resolutions which are now pending before our committee, be 
kept pending with the possibility that in the future circumstances may 
warrant some more specific action being taken in accordance with their 
specific terms. 

As I say in the event circumstances should so warrant. 

In other words, I would like to suggest that these other resolutions 
be kept pending and leave us free to act on them at any time that the 
committee may so desire, rather than just to say that the passage of 
House Joint Resolution 200 would automatically nullify all other 
resolutions of a similar type. 

In his statement, the Secretary has definitely indicated the possibil- 
ity of other and perhaps more specific action in the future, and I would 
like to have the way left open to take such a course if it seems desirable 
to us. 

Mr. Vorys. Thank you. 

We will have the benefit of interrogation of our colleague when we 
are in exeeutive session as well as now. 
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Do any of our colleagues wish to ask Mr. Bentley questions at 
this time? 
If not, we will hear now from Mr. Hale, on House Joint Resolution 36. 


(H. J. Res. 36 follows:) 


JOINT RESOLUTION Declaring that the Yalta agreement is no longer binding on the United States 


Whereas the agreement signed at Yalta, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
on February 12, 1945, by repres ar bam of the United States, the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics committed all three governments to the principle that the people of the 
nations liberated from nazism and fascism should have the right to choose the 
form of government under which they will live; and 

Whereas despite the fact that the Provisional Government of Poland was 
pledged to the holding of free elections as soon as possible on the basis of uni- 
versal suffrage and secret ballot, the Seviet Government conspired with such 
provisional government to delay elections for twenty-three months until the 


machinery of the police state was organized; and 

Whereas the Soviet Government declined to act in conjunction with the Govern- 
ments of the United States and Great Britain in condemning the fraudulent 
character of the elections held in Poland on January 19, 1947; and 

W hereas the | Soviet Government has also forcibly interfered in the internal 
affairs of Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, and Yugoslavia, 
thus making it mein » for the respective peoples of such nations to hold free 
elections to form governments of their own choice; and 

Whereas the withdrawal of the United States from the Yalta Agreement for the 
above reasens will reemphasize to the peoples of the world the adherence of the 
United States to the principles of the Atlantic Charter and will serve to give 
hope to the subjugated peoples of Europe through knowledge that the United 
States is mindful of their desire to achieve independence and self-government: 


Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That in view of the repeated violations by the Soviet 
Government of the agreement between the Governments of the United States, 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics signed at Yalta, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
on February 12, 1945, such agreement is hereby declared to be no longer binding 
on the United States, and the President is requested to take such action as May 
be necessary to effectuate the withdrawal of the United States from such agree- 
ment. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT HALE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. Haus. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you in connec- 
tion with this resolution which represents a reintroduction into the 
present Congress of the resolution which I first introduced, I think, 
on the 12th day of March 1950. 

I was very disappointed that it was not possible to make any 
progress with any resolution of this sort, either in the 81st or 82d 
Congress, and I am delighted that now we appear to be on the verge 
of making real progress in connection with this problem. 

I regret very much that I was unable to come in here this morning 
and hear the Secretary of State expound what I suppose we may term 
the policy of the administration. I had to be in my own committee 
at the time. 

I am a little disappointed—in fact a good deal disappointed—that 
the administration is not prepared to go further and use more vigorous 
language in protesting what the Soviets have actually done. 
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Even now, it would not be impossible to get language that goes 
further than the text of the resolution which I believe has just been 
introduced. J appreciate perfectly well that a mere denunciation or 
repudiation of the Yalta agreement is not what we want. Obviously 
we do not denounce or repudiate the provisions of that agreement 
conceived in the interests of peoples now enslaved. 

Mr. Walter Lippmann, in a piece about this subject which appeared 
a day or two ago, talked about calling for the withdrawal of all Soviet 
troops from the satellite countries. Certainly if we are going to 
protest the subjugation of those countries, the first step in unsub- 
jugating them would appear to be the withdrawal of the satellite 
troops, because I think it is perfectly plain that Communist govern- 
ments and Communist institutions do not exist except where the 
hammer and the sickle can strike with force. 

I mean physical force. 

[ do very earnestly urge upon the committee the further exploration 
of this subject with a view to getting a resolution which will truly 
encourage the subjugated peoples and will not leave them with any 
sense that we are pulling any punches or speaking softly about the 
dreadful wrongs which they have suffered. 

I think that is all I need to say, Mr. Chairman and ladies and 
gentlemen. I will be happy to answer questions that I can answer 
that could enlighten anybody. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Thank you, Mr. Hale. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee? 

If not, thank you very much. 

Mr. Hate. I assume I[ will be given the usual leave to revise and 
extend my remarks which have been quite extemporaneous as the 
chairman will note. 

Mr. Futron. Mr. Chairman, could I say to Mr. Hale, we have 
been glad to have you here, and we are glad to see you coming up with 
a good, firm policy on this resolution. 

Would you agree to go along with the resolution if you find that that 
is where you get the most unanimity and the greatest number of people 
joining? 

Mr. Hate. I think as a practical matter, you virtually have to have 
unanimity, and certainly a resolution which passes the House unani- 
mously, other things being anything like equal, is better than a resolu- 
tion which might be gotten through the House with a slim majority, 
or even a more substantial majority short of unanimity. I think we 
all recognize that. 

Mr. Lannam. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Lanham. 

Mr. Lannam. You spoke of speaking softly. 

Was it Teddy Roosevelt who said, “Speak softly and carry a big 
stick’’? 

Mr. Hate. I take it we are trying to carry a big stick, and we are 
trying to make the stick bigger and bigger. 

Mr. Lannam. Possibly we had better not speak too vigorously until 
we are ready with the big stick. 

Mr. Hate. Well, I certainly am not advocating the passage of a 
resolution which would plunge the country into war, but I think we 
all realize that as far as the danger of war goes, it is not going to be 
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brought about or prevented by any language that the Congress of the 
United States is likely to use. 

The causes of war are different from that and far more profound. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you. 

Mr. Vorys. Thank you very much, Mr. Hale. 

We will now call on the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Kersten. He 
has before the committee House Joint Resolution 162. 

(H. J. Res. 162 follows:) 


{H. J. Res. 162, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 
JOINT RESOLUTION Declaring the Yalta agreement null and void and not binding on the United States 


Whereas the private agreement, signed at Yalta, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, on February 11, 1945, by J. Stalin, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Winston 
S. Churchill, represents a denial of the principles of national freedom and self- 
government, as expressed in the North Atlantic Charter and our own Declaration 
of Independence, which principles have always been cherished by the American 
people and for which millions fought in World War II; and 

Whereas the Yalta agreement was not legal or binding on the United States 
since it was signed by Mr. Franklin D. Roosevelt as an individual and was not 
signed by him in his official capacity as President of the United States; nor was 
the agreement approved by the Senate of the United States as is required of any 
political agreement under section 2 of article II of the United States Constitution; 
and 

Whereas, under the Yalta agreement, Mr. Roosevelt attempted to commit the 
United States to an infringement of the sovereign rights of Poland and of the 
Republic of China by attempting to make concessions to the Soviets at their 
expense, in violation of treaties and of the natural law itself; and 

Whereas, specifically, the Yalta agreement attempted to sanction Soviet dom- 
ination of Eastern Europe and of Fast Asia, the betraval of Poland and the mutila- 
tion of its natural boundaries, the transfer of the national allegiance of millions of 
persons without plebiscite or other recognition of their rights to self-determination, 
and the uprooting of other millions of persons; and 

Whereas the Yalta agreement violated the national sovereign rights of the 

fepublic of China by attempting to grant territorial concessions to the Soviets 

and a preferred position in Manchuria, the richest and most industrialized area of 
China, in violation of the Nine-Power Treaty of February 6, 1922, and the Sino- 
Soviet Treaty of 1924; and 

Whereas, under the Yalta agreement, Mr. Roosevelt agreed to take measures on 
the advice of Marshal Stalin, a foreign despot, to obtain the concurrence in the 
agreement of Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek, an obligation beyond his power or 
right as President of the United States or as a private individual to perform; and 

Whereas J. Stalin, a party to the Yalta agreement, has consistently disregarded 
the provisions of the agreement which he has found inconvenient to honor, in- 
cluding the provision for free and unfettered elections in Poland and the provisions 
for treating Germany as an economic unit and for encouraging free political 
parties in Germany; and 

Whereas the Soviets, under the direction of J. Stalin, have also forcibly inter- 
fered in the internal affairs of Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Rumania, and Yugoslavia, thus making it impossible for the respective peoples 
of sich nations to hold free elections to form governments of their own choice; and 
‘as the denial by the United States of the validity of the Yalta agreement 
for the above reasons will reemphasize to the peoples of the world the adherence 
of the United States to the principles of the Atlantic Charter and our own Declara- 
tion of Independence, and will serve to give hope to the subjugated peoples of the 
world through the knowledge that the United States is mindful of their desire to 
achieve independenze and self-government: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Re prese ntatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the private agreement signed at Yalta, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, in February 1945, is hereby declared to be null and 
void and of no binding force whatsoever on the United States. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES J. KERSTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Kersten. Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to say a few words here at this time. I was just informed of 
this hearing late this morning and for that reason did not take ad- 
vantage of the kind invitation to listen to the Secretary’s statement, 
but I would like the privilege, if I may have it, of filing a written 
statement possibly tomorrow, or within the purview of the committee’s 
time. 

Mr. Vorys. Without objection, the permission will be granted. 
We are hoping to prepare our hearings promptly. 

Mr. Kersten. I realize that, Mr. Chairman. 

I would just like to say one or two things about the matter. I think 
in House Joint Resolution 200 there might be the possible implication 
of ratification by the Congress of the Yalta agreement. 

In other words, the language of House Joint Resolution 200 is to 
the effect, or the implication is there, that if the Yalta agreement had 
been carried out it would have been a good agreement. 

With that, I agree in part only, and particularly fully as to that 
part pertaining to free and unfettered elections. There is no doubt 
but what that was very good and that it was violated and it was 
violated resulting in the enslavement of these peoples. 

I do wish, however, to point out that there are other portions of 
the agreement that many in Congress think objectionable and my 
understanding of it is the fixing of the borders of Poland and the 
granting to the Soviets of certain rights and areas of China without the 
knowledge of either the Polish or Chinese Governments. I do not 
think we want to get into a position of where we are approving of 
that by the adoption of this resolution—approving of it even by 
implication. 

1 wish to make that distinction. 

Mr. Vorys. Would you pardon an interruption? 

Mr. Kersten. Yes. 

Mr. Vorys. The Secretary of State in his first statement said with 
regard to the language now in House Joint Resolution 200— 

It validates nothing that is invalid, it gives up no rights if we choose to assert them. 
It also leaves us free to pursue other courses and take other steps in the future as 
circumstances may indicate their desirability. 

He pointed out that we are preserving an election of remedies and 
that any invalidation of a total agreement might be premature at this 
time, but that when the time might come, as it did on the Japanese 
treaty, we very carefully reserved all rights and did not validate the 
portion of the Yalta agreement which applied to Japan. 

Mr. Kersten. I think here too we might bear this distinction in 
mind as between the invalidation or repudiation of something, as 
distinguished from something that might be null and void ab initio. 

In other words, I do not think we have ever ratified the Yalta 
agreement. I think the action here should be—if any action is taken 
on the agreement as such, it should be a declaration of its nullity, 
ab initio. I do not think we are in the position of having previously 
validated it and now we are seeking to invalidate it, or are repudiating 
something which we previously adopted, we, the Congress. I think 
that distinction should be kept in mind. 
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Secondly, I do think that there are some things that we can do that 
show that we are expressing and more than just expressing the bare 
hope of the ultimate freedom of the enslaved people. We have 
adopted the merely hopeful resolutions in the past. 

In 1951 we adopted a resolution of friendship for the Russian people. 
| think in various other pieces of legislation we have expressed the 
hope of freedom in these countries. 

I think that the expression of that hope is good but it does not go 
farenough. I think that if we express that hope and continue to deal 
with the Communist regimes which are the direct instruments of en- 
slavement—in other words, if we continue to recognize the present 
Polish Communist Government, we belie the expression of our hope. 

Now I think that one thing we can do is to withdraw recognition of 
these enslaving regimes, not because there is any difference or conflict 
between us as a people and, let us say the Polish people; but for the 
very opposite reason. That is, because we have a great affection for 
them, we do not wish to continue formally to recognize this gangster 
regime. 

Similarly, when we deal with these same delegates in the United 
Nations—that is, our delegate does—when the Polish representative 
is listened to with courtesy and attention in the United Nations and 
that type of thing is printed in the Polish Communist papers, it more 
or less bears the very strong implication that we are continuing to deal 
with these enslaving regimes and we thereby, I think, dull whatever 
flame of hope might be aroused by the bare expression, 

Thirdly, I think that, as the President stated, this entire situation 
is global in nature and includes the Russian people. When we make 
a distinction between the peoples of the captive nations of Eastern 
Europe and say we hope for their freedom, and then say nothing 
about the Russian people, and when the Russian armies are occupying 
these very countries, we give a motivation perhaps to these Russian 
troops to back up their own regime. Whereas, if we include in our 
sympathies and our hopes ultimate freedom in the lands occupied 
by the Soviet peoples, we thereby bring powerful motives to bear 
upon even these Russian occupying troops not to take the side of the 
Communists. At least in part. 

Another thing that we might consider, it seems to me is, if we do 
adopt stronger language, which I think we should, more than the bare 
expression of a hope, we might insert the saving phrase along these 
lines, ‘Avoiding encouragement of premature uprisings and abortive 
movements, we will do everything we can to assist inthe ultimate 
liberation of these people.”’ 

This is such an overriding issue and rests upon such fundamental 
principles that we cannot afford to compromise or hedge on these 
fundamental principles if we really want to make progress or show 
our since rity. 

There is one more thing I should like to talk about in brief but 
I do not think it should be talked about in open session. That is 
all I have to say. 

Mr. Vorys. Thank you very much, Mr. Kersten. We know how 
long you have studied these matters and how deeply. 

Are there members of the committee who have questions? 

Mrs. Bouron. I have but one question, Mr. Kersten. You suggest 
we should withhold or withdraw recognition of present governments, 
Communist governments, in the various satellite countries. 
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Mr. Kersten. Yes. 

Mrs. Botton. Do you suggest we withdraw recognition of the 
present government in the Kremlin? 

Mr. Kersten. Yes. 

Mrs. Botron. Thank you. 

Mr. Kersren. I feel that we should, for the reason that we are 
the friends of the people of Russia, the Soviet peoples. 

Mrs. Boutron. Thank you. 

Mr. Smirx. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirxa. You mentioned that you had some idea about the 
resolution being made more positive. What have you in mind? 

Mr. Kersten. I believe that we should say that we will do every- 
thing—that it should be our policy to do everything that we can in 
a peaceful and practical way to aid in the liberation of these people 
avoiding encouragement to premature uprisings and abortive move- 
ments. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Will the committee be given any opportunity to 
hear what else Mr. Kersten would like to say in private? 

Mr. Vorys. I feel that it would be best to say that the matter 
the gentleman has in mind need not be discussed while this reso- 
lution is pending and it would be one that the committee would 
wish to discuss with him. I think we understand each other. 

Mr. Kersten. I think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Bentley. 

Mr. Benriey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kersten, you advocated the complete repudiation of the 
Yalta agreement. Is there any provision of that agreement which 
if repudiated would redound to our disadvantage insofar as you 
know? 

Mr. Kersten. I do not believe so, Mr. Bentley, for this reason 
The good portions of the Yalta agreement that provide for the 
free and unfettered elections | do not think need a piece of paper 
to back them up. As Mr. Roosevelt pointed out, we went to war 
for the freedom of all of these peoples, and particularly in that area. 
Poland was one of the primary countries involved. I don’t think 
we have to rely on the Yalta agreement for our stand in favor of 
free and unfettered elections in any country. 

Mr. Bentiey. Now, you said you would suggest as an ultimate 
step in foreign policy the severence of diplomatic relations with 
the satellite governments and also possible action to oust their 
representatives from the U. N.? 

Mr. Kersten. Yes. When I say “sever,” I mean withdraw 
diplomatic relations and be in the status that we were with regard to 
Russia prior to 1933: I might say, and withdraw such recognition on 
the very basis that we have affection and regard for these people. | 
do not mean that we should withdraw such recognition on the basis 
of conflict or war. 

Mr. Benr ey. You believe, in other words, that the continued 
presence of our diplomatic representatives in those satellites, the 
advantages that accrue to us in having diplomats there, do not 
favorably compare to the advantages we would have if we withdrew 
them? 

Mr. Kersten. I think the advantage goes to the side of the Com- 
munists. 
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Mr. Bentiey. Having been in the diplomatic service in satellite 
countries for a few years, I agree with vou. 

[ yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania if he has a question. 

Mr. Furiron. You say you would like to declare the Yalta agree- 
ment void on legal grounds, so that the whole agreement falls regard- 
less of whether it is favorable or unfavorable as to us? 

Mr. Kersten. Yes. I believe that we have nothing to lose by a 
declaration of its nullity. We certainly could not be accused of 
taking a position against free and unfettered elections. The great 
criticism of the Yalta agreement was that it sought to set the bound- 
aries of other countries, which did not participate in the agreements, 
to the disadvantage of those countries and all in secrecy ; and 
then the fact that it was never confirmed by the Senate cast a cloud 
over the whole agreement. The fact that it has one good portion I 
do not think should salvage the whole agreement as such. 

Mr. Futron. As a matter of fact, the Yalta agreement was in 
effect an agreement made in secret and even in the report to Congress 
by the President it was not even disclosed that territories were tried 
to be bargained away. Neither the Senate nor the House in the joint 
session had any knowledge of what were the terms of the Yalta 
agreement. 

Mr. Kersten. I did not catch the last part there. They did 
not have? 

Mr. Futron. The terms of the Yalta agreement were not disclosed 
by the President when he gave his message to the joint session on his 
return. 

Mr. Kersten. That is right, and the Congress never ratified it. 

Mr. Futtron. The terms were not known to Congress, nor were the 
attempted means of giving away allied people’s territory either known 
or ratified by Congress. 

Mr. Kersten. And I might say this, Mr. Fulton: that the position 
we are here validating nothing that is invalid carries the implication 
that we might be validating something that is valid, so to speak. In 
other words, I do not think we ought to be in the position in this 
resolution of Congress at this late date of validating the Yalta agree- 
ment or any portion thereof. 

Mr. Futtron. Now, could I comment on that? It makes it look 
as if we find that if eee are portions of it which might be to our 
benefit and favorable, we might want to take those and denounce the 
others that we do not think are favorable. 

But if we put the question solely on the legal ground, which you 
well have done, then it either all stands or all falls under our Consti- 
tution. 

Mr. Kersten. That is right. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Richards. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. Kersten, following up that point a little bit, 
your statement about these agreements being void ab initio. As a 
matter of fact, if that is the case, we surrender the Russian guaranty 
of unfettered elections that we obtained in that agreement, you see, 
and that is one of the basic principles that we have been striving for 
all along. Now you throw that out the window. 

If the thing is void as Mr. Fulton says just now, if it is legally void, 
all that’is gone and you go back to your barbarianism. Now in 
Russia, there is no such thing as a free and unfettered election, and 
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the only thing we have to tie to is an international agreement guaran- 
teeing free and unfettered elections, you see. 

Mr. Kersten. I would not agree with that interpretation, Mr. 
Richards. I think by the North Atlantic Pact to which Russia was 
a signatory, or signer, she agreed to postwar free countries and freedom 
and I do not think that Russia’s signature to the Yalta Pact as to 
free and unfettered elections is the basic guaranty of those elections. 

I think, as was pointed out, we went to war for the freedom of 
these nations. I do not think we have to rely upon the Yalta agree- 
ment for our support of freedom, say, in Poland. 

Any agreement that might be entered into illegally or imperfectly, 
should not be ratified simply because it contains a good portion 
along with the bad portion. I think the whole agreement—that we 
should take a stand on the whole agreement. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Your position is that the whole thing is illegal and 
void and more or less has no effect. These agreements have a con- 
nection with the grounds for our being in Berlin today, and the grounds 
for free elections. If I understand what you are talking about, 
you say we should throw them out of the window because they will 
not accomplish anything, is that right? 

Mr. Kersten. The freedoms that have been effected under this 
agreement, if there are any, are accomplished facts as of now and 
would not in any sense be lost. A great deal, however, on the other 
side of the ledger has been lost. 

For example, the boundaries of Poland and the areas of China. 
I do not see how we can accept one part of an agreement and discard 
the other. I think the whole agreement should be considered void 
ab initio and we should take our stand on the freedom of these peoples 
on other and more solid grounds than this secret document. 

Mr. Futron. Would you yield on that point? 

Mr. Kersten. Yes. 

Mr. Futron. Because you and I seem to be both taking the same 
position on legality and that the good and the bad both fall at once, 
if it is not legal within our Constitution to make such an agreement, 
I would like to comment further: We have the many declarations 
that were made by the Allies in World War II, including Russia, as 
to the end results of freedom, the freeing of these people who were 
subject to the Nazi dictatorship. We had the methods set up that 
were democratic methods of arriving at those freedoms. It is only 
natural to assume that it is only the basic assumption on the accom- 
plishment of the war and getting the surrender of the Nazis that the 
parties will have methods of implementing these objectives. We may 
have left up in the air the method of implementing but not the end 
result. So I believe both Mr. Kersten and I and Mr. Richards want 
free elections. 

Mr. Ricwarps. I do not concede that. You started off differing 
with each other but you seem to have gotten together now. I ama 
little mixed up. 

Mr. Futron. I have not disagreed with Mr. Kersten on any point 
of legality. My questioning has been to bring out certain of his 
arguments. 

We have the Nine Power Treaty of 1922 and the Sino-Soviet 
Treaty of 1924. This Yalta agreement comes right along, does it not, 
Mr. Kersten, and violates each of those treaties? 

Mr. Kersten. I believe it does. 
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Mr. Futron. So that when you have specific treaties that are set 
up, Mr. Richards, you would not say that an Executive agreement 
by the President of the United States could override the actions of the 
treaty powers who signed them. Nor could it change their rights 
under those treaties when in one case we are not even signatory to it. 
Nor when the American Congress by no means even knew that this 
thing occurred. I sat listening to the President speaking to the joint 
session and did not know that he by any means had given Manchuria 
away. 

Mr. Ricuarps. As I understood your position it was not in accord 
with Mr, Kersten with regard to these agreements being legally void, 
ab initio. 

Mr. Futon. I believe they were legally void. 

Mr. Ricnarps. You started off saying that you should keep the 
good, that we were in a position to take advantage of the good. 

Mr. Fuuron. No; just the opposite. I said you could not just take 
the good and discard the bad, but must rest it on Mr. Kersten’s and 
my } an of legality. 

Ricnarps. If that is the gentleman’s position, I would think 
shins ‘the gentleman would be opposed to this resolution. 

Mr. Fuiron. No; it does not follow that we would be opposed to 
this resolution, although it could go further. 

Mr. Ricuarps. You would like to go further than this resolution? 

Mr. Futron. I would like to go further but I am practical enough 
to know that I want full agreement so that at some point I have to 
say, “I cannot get the full implementation at this point.’”’ What 
Mr. Kersten and I were pointing out, we do not give up our feeling 
of the policy being right or wrong, but in the practical world we can 
only implement it to a certain point, which this resolution does. 

Is that right, Mr. Kersten? 

Mr. Kersten. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Roosrverr. Would the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. Rrewarps. I will yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. Roosrvett. Thank you, Mr. Richards. 

Mr. Kersten, leaving aside the terms of the Yalta agreement, as I 
understand your argument, it is void for certain legal reasons. 

There were about 25 or 30 other agreements which fall under this 
same general category of being known as executive agreements entered 
into during World War II. The very reason why we are now in 
Berlin, Vienna, and the partition of Austria and the partition of Ger- 
many all come under those executive agreements. In fact, the Berlin 
situation was negotiated and signed by General Eisenhower, or his 
deputy, I believe. 

If you follow your thinking out far enough on the legal question, 
do you not have to come to the position that none of those executive 
agreements arrived at in World War II are now legal and therefore are 
void? 

Mr. Kersten. I do not think that would follow, Mr. Roosevelt, 
because I think the main reason for the illegality of this agreement is 
the making of boundaries, the setting of boundaries, the assigning of 
territorial and national rights in Poland and China to the Soviet 
Union without the knowledge of the Polish or Chinese representatives. 
I think that is contrary to international and contrary to natural law. 


2 
or 
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I know of no other executive agreement that has that vitiating 
factor. 

Mr. Futron. These agreements were made disposing of territories 
of allies whose governments we then recognized and it then meant we 
were dealing for our allies who had the power to consent and we did 
not give them the chance to. 

Mr. Roosrveit. Wait a minute, that is not true. Chiang Kai-shek 
validated the Yalta agreement and it took him almost 9 years to decide 
he did not like it. 

Mr. Fuuron. There is the distinction between the enemy countries 
and the disposing among allies of what would happen to, for example, 
Berlin, and portions of the German territory. 

On the other hand, in contradistinction, there is the distinction 
where we are dealing with our allies’ derritory and giving it away, 
when there are recognized governments and they have the right to 
agree and we do not give them the chance to, and do it in secret. 

Mr. Roosrvetr. Now let me ask you a question about the Vienna 
agreements: We never recognized the Government of Austria sub- 
jugated by Hitler which declared war on us. At no time did the 
people of the United States consider that we were making war on the 
Austrian people. 

Mr. Futron. That is correct. 

Mr. Roosrevetr. Now the division of Austria and the division of 
Vienna was in accordance with one of these agreements. That was a 
friendly nation. 

Mr. Fuiron. Now let me ask you this at that point. 

Mr. Vorys. Could the Chair just ask for the regular order? 

Mr. Roostrve cr. I will withdraw my question. 

Mr. Vorys. I think discussion by the committee is most helpful but 
we have this witness and other witnesses who are not members of the 
committee and we are anxious to hear from them. We will have the 
opportunity to have these discussions between our own members later. 
Could I therefore ask if anyone on the committee has a further 
question to put to Mr. Kersten, or if Mr. Kersten wishes to say any- 
thing more. Let the members of the committee confine questions to 
the witnesses today and then we will have cross-questioning among 
ourselves later. 

Mr. Kersten. Just completing the answer to Mr. Roosevelt’s 
question, I would like to know myself what representatives of the 
Polish nation ever consented to the Yalta agreement. I know of none. 
If Chiang Kai-shek ultimately did consent to the Yalta agreement 
insofar as the areas of China are concerned, I feel it was done under 
considerable pressure—very great pressure. I do not think it was a 
free consent. 

Mr. Jupp. Will the gentleman yield to permit me to ask him a 
question? 

Mr. Vorys. Any member who wishes to direct a question to the 
witness may do so. 

Mr. Jupp. I would like to recall that in the Yalta agreement dealing 
with the Far East there was a provision that it was recognized that 
the territorial and other concessions would require the concurrence of 
the Chinese Government. The President gave assurance that this 
would be obtained. 
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That is, he said, “Chiang Kai-shek has to validate what we have 
done with China’s rights and territory or the United States will go to 
war if necessary to make him concur.” What could the Chinese 
Government do but accept it? It had to concur or else accept war or 
coercion from the United States. 

Mr. Kersten. I agree with the gentleman on that. 

Mr. Jupp. As I understand it, you are saying that there are two 
types of provisions in these executive agreements. Some of them 
are perfectly legitimate. In order to carry on a war, the executives 
of allied powers have got to make private agreements. We are not 
objecting to those portions that dealt with legitimate understandings 
regarding military actions, coordination for carrying on a common 
war and pursuing common military objectives. 

Mr. Kersten. I agree. . 

Mr. Jupp. What we are objecting to is those portions of the agree- 
ments which dealt with matters outside their jurisdiction. That is 
they disposed of other people’s rights, property, and territory, and, 
as a matter of fact, their freedom. Those are the parts of the agree- 
ments which in my mind simply have to be repudiated because they 
went far beyond the jurisdiction or the power or the authority of the 
men who were making the agreements, is that correct? 

Mr. Kersten. That is my belief and understanding. I agree. 

Mr. Fuitron. Could I ask a further question? When the question 
of Austria had been brought up, the question of course had in it, 
Mr. Kersten, the fundamental assumption that Austria was in a 
different status. 

Now our going into Austria as an occupying power actually was 
under the agreement of Novermber 1, 1943, the Moscow declaration 
by which we along with the other Allied Powers would assist the 
Austrian Government to reestablish a free-operating government and 
unify the whole country so that it would have economic progress. 

Was that not the situation? 

Mr. Kersten. I believe so. 

Mr. Futron. It was not under the Potsdam agreement. 

Mr. Vorys. Do you have any further statement, Mr. Kersten? 

If not, we want to thank you for bringing out some important 
points which we have discussed while you have been sitting here. 

Mr. Bosch of New York has before the committee House Concur- 
rent Resolution 22. He is unable to be here but he has submitted a 
statement which will be placed in the record without objection at 
this point. 

(H. Con. Res. 22 and Mr. Bosch’s statement follow:) 


[H. Con. Res. 22, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


Whereas the private agreements concluded in 1945 at Yalta and Potsdam were 
based on a complete disregard for the strategic interests of the United States 
and the free world, and represent a denial of the free and democratic ideals, as 
expressed in the North Atlantic Charter, which have always been cherished by 
the American people and for which millions fought World War II; and 

Whereas, specifically, the Yalta agreement sanctioned Soviet domination of 
Eastern Europe and of East Asia, the betrayal of Poland and the mutilation of its 
natural boundaries, the transfer of the national allegiance of millions of persons 
without plebiscite or other recognition of their rights to self-determination, and 
the uprooting of other millions of persons; and 
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Whereas, specifically, the Potsdam agreement sanctioned the betrayal of China, 
granting the Soviets a preferred position in Manchuria, the richest and most 
industrialized area of China, a position which was promptly used as the assembly 
point and main military base for the Communist conquest of China; and 

Whereas the Potsdam agreement, in addition to promising the Soviet Govern- 
ment other vast and invaluable territorial concessions authorized the dismem- 
berment of Germany and the use of Germans as slave labor by the Soviets, and 
promised the Soviet Government that the United States would return Soviet 
political and other refugees for repatriation; that is, for concentration camps or 
death; and 

Whereas the Potsdam agreement provided for the expulsion and transfer of 
millions of Germans of German ethnic origin from Eastern Europe, Central 
Europe, and the Balkans to Germany where they have deterred economic and 
political recovery in Western Germany and have thereby endangered the peace 
of all Europe; and 

Whereas the Soviet Government has consistently disregarded the provisions 
of the Yalta and Potsdam agreements which it has found inconvenient to honor, 
including the provision for free and unfettered elections in Poland and the pro- 
visions for treating Germany as an economic unit and for encouraging free political 
parties in Germany; and 

Whereas, although the Yalta and Potsdam agreements are the closest approach 
to a peace settlement for World War II existing today, and although these two 
agreements, by their inexpedient provisions, have cost the United States untold 
billions for defense, occupation costs, and foreign economic support, and have 
led the free world to the brink of another global war, these agreements were made 
in secrecy and without congressional participation, approval, or ratification: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That it is the 
sense of the Congress of the United States that the text of the agreements, private 
or otherwise, concluded in 1945 at Yalta and Potsdam should be forthwith made 
public and reexamined to the end that a basis shall be found to accomplish the 
universal desire of all the people of the United States, to wit, a just and equitable 
peace. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. ALBERT H. Boscu, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF New YORK 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I desire to express my appreciation 
for the opportunity to appear before this committee with reference to the proposed 
House Joint Resolution 200. I have previously and on January 16, 1953, intro- 
duced House Concurrent Resolution 22, the subject matter of which calls for the 
full disclosure and reexamination of the secret agreements arrived at in 1945 at 
the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences. 

It is a known fact that at the Yalta Conference Russia was given the Japanese 
Kurile Islands which flank the Great Circle route to Japan and the southern half 
of Sakhalin Island, in addition to domination of Manchuria and recognition of 
Outer Mongolia as a Red dependency. By this agreement Russia was given 
control of Manchuria’s ports and railways and thereby permitted to loot $2 
billion worth of equipment from factories in Manchuria. At the time of this 
Conference this action was justified as concessions to enlist Soviet aid in the war 
against Japan. Subsequent recorded history indicates that in the opinion of 
military experts her participation in the war was unnecessary since the Japanese 
surrendered within a few days of Soviet Russia’s entry into said war. This 
Conference was also r responsible for the infamous partition of Poland and the 
promise of free elections in Poland, Albania, Bulgaria, Rumania, and Czechoslo- 
vakia, all of which resulted in their becoming Russian satellites. Agreements 
were allegedly reached that Germans of East Central Europe should not be 
deprived of their homes and lands. The abrogation of these agreements has 
definitely created the tremendous expellee and displaced-persons problem which 
today has caused such anxiety and concern. 

The Potsdam agreement set down certain provisions for the purported purpose 
of establishing a firm foundation for the future peace discussions and treaties. 
It provided for certain matters to be left for future consideration such as the final 
establishment of German-Polish Frontier. It is a matter of record that Russia 
has repeatedly maintained that the Oder-Neisse line constitutes the definite 
German-Polish frontier and has approved the incorporation of territory east of 
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this line into Poland. There are similar instances which may be cited with respect 
to Austria, Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Rumania. However, in the interest 
of time and to avoid repetition of material facts with which I am sure the com- 
mittee is fully familiar, I will not further discuss the inequities which have arisen. 
No one will dispute that Russia has willfully and consistently disregarded the 
provisions of these agreements whenever and wherever it has found it convenient 
to do so. 

I should like to point out, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that 
the proposed resolution does not appear to go as far as the Senate resolution of 
last March, which, in recommending ratification of the Japanese peace treaty, 
specifically repudiated any American recognition of any Soviet rights in former 
Japanese territories or in Manchuria, nor, for that matter, is it as specific as the 
notes sent to Moscow last September in a joint action by the Truman adminis- 
tration and the Governments of Britain and France repudiating in effect the 
Potsdam agreement as valid only for the initial control period and invalid under 
the radically altered conditions of today. I might say too, that I am aware that 
Great Britain has expressed her intention of abiding by the Yalta agreement. 
That may well be her position, but I say in like spirit that the United States 
should do what is best for her own interest in adhering to the principles of the 
Atlantic Charter and to preserve and to strengthen the well-being of her own 
citizens and to guard the precious heritage of our forefathers 

I would like to see a stronger and firmer approach than is proposed in the 
resolution now under consideration. I feel the facts clearly warrant it and God 
knows the American people have long sought such policy. 

I do, however, agree that the proposed resolution constitutes a good beginning, 
and I compliment this administration for having had the wisdom and foresight 
to endeavor to rectify these tragic errors of the past. 


Mr. Smiru. I would like to have unanimous consent that in lieu 
of making an oral statement this afternoon I might be permitted to 
place in the record my position on the bill not later than tomorrow. 

Mr. Vorys. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(H. Con. Res. 13 and Mr. Smith’s statement follow: 


H. Con. Res. 13, 88d Cong., Ist sess.] 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


Whereas the private agreements concluded in 1945 at Yalta and Potsdam 
were based on a complete disregard for the strategic interests of the United 
States and the free world, and represent a denial of the free and democratic 
ideals, as expressed in the North Atlantic Charter, which have always been 
cherished by the American people and for which millions fought World War II; 
and 

Whereas, specifically, the Yalta agreement sanctioned Soviet domination of 
Eastern Europe and of Fast Asia, the betrayal of Poland and the mutilation of its 
natural boundaries, the transfer of the national allegiance of millions of persons 
without plebis« ite or other recognition of their rights to self-determination, and 
the uprooting of other millions of persons; and 

Whereas, specifically, the Potsdam agreement sanctioned the betrayal of 
China, granting the Soviets a ferred position in Manchuria, the richest and 
most industrialized area of China position which was promptly used as the 
assembly point and main military base for the Communist conquest of China; and 




















Whereas the Potsdam agreement, in addition to promising the Soviet Govern- 
nent other vast and invaluable territorial concessions, authorized the dismember- 
f Germany and the use of Germans as ‘labor by Soviets, and prom- 

ised the Soviet Government that the United Stat would return Soviet political 


and other refugees for repatriation; that is, for concentration camps or death; and 


Whereas the Potsdam agreement provided for the expulsion and transfer of 
millions of Germans of German ethnic origin from Eastern Europe, Central 
Eure pe, al d the Jalkans to Germany where they have deterred economic a d 
political recovery in Western Germany and have thereby endangered the peace 
of all Europe; and 

Whereas the Soviet Government has consistently disregarded the provisions 
of the Yalta and Potsdam agreements which it has found inconvenient to honor, 
including the provision for free and unfettered elections in Poland and the 
provisions for treating Germany as an economic unit and for encouraging free 
political parties in Germany; and 
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Whereas, although the Yalta and Potsdam agreements are the closest approach 
to a peace settlement for World War II existing today, and although these two 
agreements, by their inexpedient provisions, have cost the United States untold 
billions for defense, occupation costs, and foreign economic support, and have ied 
the free world to the brink of another global war, these agreements were made in 
secrecy and without congressional participation, approval, or ratification: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That it is the 
sense of the Congress of the United States that the private agreements coneluded 
in 1945 at Yalta and Potsdam should be forthwith repudiated by the United 
States. 





STATEMENT oF Hon. LAwreNcE H. Smiru, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


The resolution under consideration indicates in my opinion a shift in the posi- 
tion by the administration in the matter of secret agreements. It is a weak. 
watered-down approach to one of the most important problems before the Ameri- 
can people and millions of people who have been sold into enslavement by the 
nefarious agreements or commitments made at Cairo, Yalta, and Potsdam At 
this point it seems approriate to refresh our memories first with reference to the 
Republican platform of 1952 and then on several statements made by President 
Eisenhower. 

The Republican platform for 1952 provided in part as follows: ‘‘* * * t} 
Government of the { nited State S, under Republican leaders! ows: repudiate 
all commitments contained in secret understandings such as those of Yalta.’’ 

This language is clear and unequivocal and it was upon this language that the 
President and the Republican candidates for the House and the Senate made a 
vigorous campaign last fall. 

During the campaign and on Pulaski Day, October 11, 1952, at Denver, Colo., 
Candidate Kisenhower conferred with Polish-American leaders and said this to 
them: 

“—— * * fae pis d repudiation of the Yalta 
agreement which through the violation of the principles of the Atlantic Charter 
and through its unilateral violation by the Soviet Government has resulted in 
the enslavement of Poland.” 

This was a pledge not only to Polish leaders in the UnitedStates but to millions 





orm of the Republican Party pled re 








of Poles all over the world and especially the 25 million Polish people who are 
today enslaved by the Soviet Communists. It also, I believe, was a promise to 


the 450 million Chinese who have been enslaved by Russian and Chinese Reds 

In President Eisenhower’s state of the Union message to Congress on February 
12, 1953, he said: 

“T shall ask the Congress at a latter date to join in an appropriate resolution 
making clear that this Government recognizes no kind of commitment contained 
in secret understandings of the past with foreign governments which permit this 
kind of enslavement.” 

This statement was made only several weeks ago and the people of this country 
and Congress, too, had a right to expect that there would be no recognition of 
secret commitments and understandings which have resulted in tragic conse- 
quences to the whole world. 

Now let us take a look at House Joint Resolution 200, which is before us, 
T can find no language comparable to the language quoted in any instance above. 
The first resolved clause provides in part that the “United States rejects any 
interpretations or applications of any international agreements or understandings 
* * * which have been perverted to bring about the subjugation of free peoples.” 
It is obvious that someone has avoided the pertinent language in the President’s 
state of the Union message, yet the Republican platform pledged repudiation of 
all agreements contained in secret understandings and candidate Eisenhower 
assured the Polish leaders at Denver that the Republican Party would repudiate 
the Yalta agreement. In his state of the Union message he made clear that this 
Government “recognizes no kind of commitment contained in secret understand- 
ings of the past,’’ ete. 

House Joint Resolution 200 refers to the perversion of international agreements 
or understandings leaving the clear implication that except for Russia’s perver- 
sion they were valid agreements. I deny that suchis the fact. This resolution, 
as I see it, in effect validates the secret agreements that were condemned by the 
Republican platform and the Republican presidential candidate and gives them, 
as I see it, full force and effect, 
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The Secretary of State in his testimony before our committee on February 26, 
1953, lends greater weight to this conclusion of validation when he says: 

“* * * the United States does not countenance the violations by which 
Soviet leadership has perverted past agreements and understandings,” ete. Then 
he says 

“That is a result which the American people never intended,” ete. Indeed, 
they never intended—they never had any knowledge nor did they authorize or 
approve any such agreements or understandings. To now admit that they are 
valid in part and invalid in other parts is to place a false construction upon them. 
The Congress of the United States has never had an opportunity to approve, 
nay, even consider the agreements, understandings or commitments in question. 
The effect upon the American people and especially upon those of Polish descent 
is already far reaching. 

In an editorial which appears in the Polish American Journal of February 28, 
1953, this heading appears: 

“Tke Takes Democrats’ View on Yalta’? and I now include excerpts from the 
editorial: 

“President Eisenhower’s request to Congress to adopt a resolution charging 
Soviet Union with perverting secret accords, such as Yalta, as a result of which 
Poland and other nations were enslaved is a great disappointment to those 
Americans of Polish descent who, believing campaign pledges, expected outright 
repudiation of the Yalta pact but were confronted instead with the repudiation 
of solemn campaign promises. 

“When Eisenhower scored his triumph on November 4 and assumed the 
Presidency on January 20 many Polish Americans, as well as free Poles, anticipat- 
ing his repudistion of Yalta, sent him messages of gratitude and extolled him in 
every way. Their awakening is now far from pleasant. 

“On the other hand, the Democrats are naturally well pleased, as President 
EKisenhower’s actions regarding Yalta Pact and other so-called secret wartime 
agreements actually vindicates their position.’’ 

No wonder then, and certainly it was no surprise that Adlai Stevenson on 
February 26 in Los Angeles gleefully proclaimed that 

“President Eisenhower has repudiated the Republican campaign mythology 
about dark and sinister agreements at Yalta, Tehran, and Potsdam.’’ 

Certainly the President is vulnerable to these charges for he has no doubt, or 
somebody has for him, changed his position since he was nominated and since 
he addressed the Congress on February 12. The proposed resolution before us 
relates to the breach of those agreements by the Soviets, but it in no way repudi- 
ates our part in those agreements or commitments. It is a weak and timid posi- 
tion to take now. It is a pussyfooting operation that can never be justified and 
a great majority of the American people will reject it. This resolution should be 
amended to include language consistent with the President’s state of the Union 
Inessage 


Mr. Vorys. I believe Mr. Lane was unable to be here. We have 
therefore heard from all the Members of Congress who introduced 
resolutions along this line who have asked to be heard. 

We also have here Mr. O’Konski, who has not introduced any 
resolution, but who has asked to be heard, and I am sure we would 
be interested in hearing from him at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALVIN E. O’KONSKI, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. O’Konsxt. Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the 
committee, I hate to indulge upon the committee at this late hour, 
and I offer you my humblest apologies. 

No phase of my congressional work has interested me more than 
the various secret international agreements which have enslaved more 
than 600,000,000 of our friends in Europe and Asia. 

I have before me the Congressional Record of February 13, 1945. 
That was the day that the Yalta agreement was announced to the 
world. The concluding sentence of that speech that I gave against 
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the agreement at that time was that “This agreement will be used 
by the Soviets to enslave the people of Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, 
Czechosiovakia, Poland, Bulgaria, Austria, Hungary, Rumania,” 
and so forth. 

I turned out to be a sad prophet. That was 8 years ago. I was 
the first public official in the United States of America to denounce 
the secret agreements more than 8 years ago. Since that time nothing 
has mterested me more sincerely than the progress and the tragic 
consequences that have resulted from those secret and criminal agree- 
ments. 

It is upon that basis that I hope to use up the time of the committee 
for just about 5 minutes to give my estimate of the resolution pending 
before your honorable body. 

First of all, why are we here and why is this resolution here? Let 
us be realists. 

If Russia had stopped at enslaving Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Rumania, Albania, Yugoslavia, 
and that part of Austria which she holds, if she had stopped there, 
perhaps we would have sent a message of protest but we would have 
recognized all of the Soviet satellite ambassadors and delegates of 
their government to this country and nothing more would be said or 
done. We would have accepted this enslavement without a murmur. 

If Soviet Russia had stopped its enslavement at that point, period, 
you know and I know that you would not be here with this resolution 
and I would not be here talking about it. Let us be realists. 

Then why are we here? 

We are here because this thing backfired far greater than we ever 
dreamed it would and I believed it would when I gave that speech 
8S years ago. 

As a result, Russia has taken over some 800 million people and we 
are now fearful that Russia is getting too powerful and knocking at 
our own borders. 

Now, because we are fearful of her expansionist program, we feel 
that now we are in a position where we have to do something to give 
new hope, new life, and new faith to these people who are wavering 
on which way to go. The whole world is now divided into two camps, 
some of them just on the precipice of trying to turn over one way or 
the other, 

Because we have reached that critical situation in international 
affairs, we are now desperate and we are looking at something that 
we can enunciate to these people to give them new life and new hope 
and say, “Look, we have made mistakes in the past. We have done 
this and we have done that, and now we want to simply give you a 
reassurance that we are your friends; we are your allies; we are for 
your freedom, and eventually we are going to work in behalf of your 
freedom.” 

It is in this spirit that this resolution is brought before your body. 
I want to say to you in all sincerity, if this resolution is passed as 1s, 
it will not accomplish that purpose. This resolution will fool nobody 
but ourselves, and I doubt very seriously if we are going to fool 
ourselves with it. 

To begin with, let us take a look at it: What we are doing here in 
this resolution is trying to find a scapegoat for all the mistakes and 
all the ills that have occurred as a result of these various international 
agreements. We found a scapegoat. We found a scapegoat in 
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Soviet despotism. Now, we are going to say to the world, ‘We are 
not apoligizing for any hand that we had in the Yalta, Teheran, or 
Potsdam agreements. We are not even telling you that we are sorry 
about it. We are not even telling you that we are wrong, but we are 
telling you that we have now found a scapegoat and that scapegoat 
is Soviet despotism, and the world is in one chaotic condition today 
because they have perverted those agreement to their own benefit.”’ 

Now, this resolution deals with and condemns only the perversion 
of the various international agreements. It is very much like a young 
district attorney that I had in my home district who prosecuted a 
bank robber. When he was prosecuting the case, he did not prosecute 
him for robbing the bank but prosecuted him for the way he squan- 
dered the money he got robbing the bank. That is what we are doing 
in this resolution. Do not make any mistake about it. That is 
exactly what we are doing. We are objecting to perverted interpreta- 
tions of the various international agreements. That is what we are 
doing. But what are we saying about the agreements and the com- 
mitments which we made which were just as bad, which were not 
perverted and which enslaved millions with our approval and tacit 
agreement? 

For example, let me give you one illustration. We talk here about 
giving the people the right to choose their own form of government 
and that sort of thing, which all means bosh as far as this resolution 
is concerned for this simple reason: In the Yalta agreement and 
various other international agreements, we acquiesced in handing over 
11,800,000 Polish people east of the Curzon line, which is a highfalutin 
name because they did not want to use the Ribbentrop-Molotov line, 
which it really was, to Soviet despotism. At a subsequent agreement, 
without their voice in any manner, shape, or form, we handed them 
over to Soviet despotism and said, ‘Here they are; take them. They 
are going to become a part of the Soviet Union. 

We did that. There was no perversion insofar as the Yalta agree- 
ment was concerned in that action. That was acquiesced in and 
agreed to by the United States of America. Do not make any mistake 
about that. 

And this thing that they have in the Yalta agreement over here, 
this pamphlet that they handed out where they said, “Well, we did 
all right ; we promised free and unfettered elections to the Polish 
people,”’ that sort of makes me smile, too, because what they do say is, 
‘How much of a free and unfettered election did they promise those 
11,800,000 people east of the Ribbentrop-Molotov line which they 
handed over te the Soviet Union in one grab with United States ap- 
proval?” 

The whole thing was a mockery from start to finish insofar as giving 
those people a free and unfettered election is concerned. It Just is 
not in the books. It was not in the cards for them to do it. The 
holding out of a promise for free and unfettered elections was a sham 
and a fraud. 

That is my first objection. This resolution does nothing to correct 
an international clime committed with United States consent. 

In other words, we are condemning Russia for her sins but we are 
not condemning ourselves for our sins. Now, these people we hope 
to appeal to behind the Iron Curtain, the "y are smarter than most 
individuals think. They know that. In other words, if we are going 
to pass a ruse of slapping Russia on her wrists for her wrongs, saying 
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that the ills which exist throughout the world today are due to her 
perversion of the various agreements and say nothing about the per- 
version that we ourselves committed, you are not fooling anybody, 
not even yourselves, in passing that kind of resolution. ' 

Let us go a little deeper over here. We Say that we want to re- 
store to them eve rything in accordance with the Atlantic Charter. 
That is absolutely impossible of fulfillment. How are we going to 
fulfill the features of the Atlantic Charter to the 11,800,000 Polish 
people we handed over to the Soviet Union at Yalta with our consent? 
How can we get the benefits of the Atlantic Charter to these people 
when the United States sold them to Russia? It is a mocke ‘ry to 
push this sort of thing on those people when they know full well 
that it does not mean anything, that we are hedging—in other words, 
putting it bluntly, the United States of America is still hedging. 
That is the impression they are going to get. 

Let us go a little deeper over here. “All areas subjected to the 
captivity of Soviet.despotism”’ states this resolution. 

We purportedly denounce despotism in all areas, but this is false. 
Let us take one illustration over here: If we are going to be opposed 
to the kind of despotism that the Soviet Union has, I think we should 
oppose it wherever it takes place, and you have the same kind of 
Soviet despotism in Yugoslavia today that you have in Russia. The 
method of election, the method of persecution, the method of purges, 
the method of persecution of minorities, the method of confiscation 
of property, the method of collectivizing farms, the method of dis- 
position and destruction of church and religious worship are abso- 
lutely identical in Yugoslavia as they are in the Soviet Union. 

Here, how can you appeal to freedom-loving people throughout 
the world and say, ‘Now, we are going to slap Russia on the wrist 
in this resolution for her Soviet despotism, and we are saying nothing 
about Tito,’ and we cannot because just last week we sent him 
$35,000,000. 

Now, to the people behind the iron curtain who are much smarter 
than the average individual thinks they are, this is going to be an 
insult to them. Rather than create the thing that we want; namely, 
to give those people new faith, new hope, new life, that we are their 
friends, by making an absolute—as the Secretary of State said, 
“Confession is good for the soul’”—making an absolute confession of 
the mistakes that we have made in the past and say, ‘‘Now, in the 
future, here is the policy which is going to govern us.” 

Now, take the matter of the Yalta agreement, further. If you look 
basically at the Yalta agreement—I might say the same thing about 
the German border—I am not as prepared as I ought to be on this 
thing—I just got this resolution today, but on the matter of the 
Yalta agreement you will find that we ourselves are violating the 
Yalta agreement and perverting it. Why condemn the Russians for 
doing something that we ourselves are doing? 

If you examine the Yalta agreement and read it word for word, 
you will get but one impression and that is that it enables the Soviet 
Union to create a sphere of influence so that all the countries surround- 
ing her country are friendly nations, with friendly governments, 
friendly to the Soviet Union. 

Now, that is the purpose or that was the whole purpose of the original 
Yalta agreeme nt to create that kind of condition. Yet, what are we 
doing? We are actually spending money, and now, through under- 
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ground movement and through military aid and NATO and what not, 
we are actually creating countries around the Soviet sphere antagonistic 
to the Soviet Union. So, we ourselves are perverting the Yalta agree- 
ment if it comes right down to that sense. So, why should we con- 
demn Russia for perverting an agreement which might be advan- 
tageous to her when we ourselves pervert that agreement because it 
might be advantageous to us? Wouldn’t repudiation of the agreement 
make more horsesense? 

rs am sincerely fearful, studying this situation as I have, 
from 8 years ago. I did not come into the real situation of the 
Taiiiteaes of the Yalta agreement as history transpired and as it 
unfolded. It is written in the pages, and I could not go back in the 
record and write them in, which appear 8 years ago, but knowing those 
people behind the Iron Curtain, knowing the full significance of the 
Yalta agreement and the purpose behind it—if you want to know 
what the Yalta agreement is, folks, how many of you ever read 
“Teheran, Our Path in War and Peace,’ by Earl Browder, written 
immediately after the Teheran Conference in December 1943. 

We did not know what was in the Yalta agreement. We did not 
know what was in the Teheran agreement, but this little booklet put 
out by Earl Browder immediately after December of 1943, when the 
Teheran Conference took place, explains exactly what happened in 
Poland, China, Asia, Indochina, and every nation that we have had 
trouble with since the Yalta agreement was signed, because, get this, 
folks: The Yalta agreement was not an original conference. The 
Yalta agreement was merely a confirmation of the Teheran agreement. 
Now, do not let anybody tell you anything otherwise, because that is 
the true history of the case. There was no question about Russia 
perverting the Yalta agreement or any agreement, because they knew 
all the time what they were doing and they accomplished their purpose. 

I am very fearful, folks; and, when I heard President Eisenhower 
give that marvelous address and our gallant Secretary of State appear 
here as he did, I was hoping that the condition would come when we 
could give new life, hope, and faith to those people behind the Iron 
Curtain. But sincerely, honorable members of the committee, I want 
to say in conclusion that this is still a hedging policy. This is still 
creating for them the impression that we are yet just a little bit afraid 
to take a positive and worldwide stand. And it is not going to create 
the very effect that we hoped it would create. Those are my honest 
convictions. I wish I could think otherwise. 

I hope that something can be done to strengthen this resolution and 
truly tell where we stand. 

My solution to the matter would be simply to reaffirm our faith and 
confidence in the features as outlined in the Atlantic Charter and let 
it go at that. I would merely say to the world that this Congress of 
the United States of America, assembled in joint session in concurrence 
with the United States Senate, affirms to the freedom-loving people 
the world over that we have never lost sight of the fact that the guiding 
principles of the Atlantic Charter are the guiding principles of the 
United States of America’s foreign policy, and you would accomplish 
more than you would with this kind of resolution, 

Mr. Vorys. Mrs. Bolton. 

Mrs. Bovron. Thank you very much for your clear and incisive 
picture. I think most people forget that there was a meeting in 
Teheran and forget a good many of the details of that meeting. You 
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have brought out some of them, and we are grateful to you for your 
forceful presentation. It should make all of us think many times, not 
just twice. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Richards. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. O’Konski, that was a good fighting statement 
I have heard you expound very ably on thas subject on the floor of 
Congress. I know that you are very sincere and that you have studied 
this thing. 

You are ready to condemn the United States for setting up a 
buffer line to combat what the Communists have done? You say we 
are just as much to blame as the Communists. Do you suppose that 
any line running from Turkey or Greece on up to the Scandinavian 
countries could have prevented the Communists of the countries 
nearest to the Soviet Union from taking over the governments under 
these agreements or since these agreements? 

Mr. O’Konskt. If 1 condemned the United States for doing that, 
it is not my intention. 

The Yalta agreement clearly states that the Russians should have 
friendly nations surrounding them as their 7 re of influence. When 
we build up buffer states or countries close to the Russian border, we 
ourselves are subverting the Yalta agreement. ‘There is no question 
about that. I do not condemn our country for doing so. I think it 
is a very wise policy to do so. I would go even farther than we are 
now going in encouraging it. 

Mr. Rresarps. But we did not do that until Russia had established 
this course of aggression; that is the point. 

Mr. O’Konsxt. That is right. 

Mr. Ricnarps. We were forced into that position. 

Mr. O’Konskr. And my criticism of our action would be that our 
action was much too late. It should have started much sooner. 

Mr. Ricuarps. You condemn the aid we have given to Yugoslavia. 
As a matter of fact, the United States Government has never taken 
the position that Russia does not have the right to govern itself as it 
wishes. That is not what we are at odds with Russia about. Where 
we branch off from Russian policy is where they try to destroy the 
right to self-determination and dominate otber people by subterfuge, 
trickery, and force. 

Yugoslavia is just one nation. If Yugoslavia adopted the policy 
of trying to do to other countries what Russia has done, I think the 
position of this country with regard to aid to Yugoslavia would have 
been different. 

Mr. O Konsxt. Of course, that is a different matter. Yugoslavia 
belped with the trouble we had in Greece. It came across the border. 
The Communist troops came across the border and got their arms in 
Yugoslavia. 

I think, when Tito is strong enough, someday he is going to march 
on Trieste, but that is another matter. 

As I understood the Secretary of State, in his very fine enunciation, 
the purpose of this very fine resolution is even to send a ray of hope 
to the people of Russia that we someday hope eventually to wrest 
them from Soviet despotism. That was my understanding of this 
resolution. 

In other words, not only to appeal to people behind the Iron 
Curtain who are subjugated but even to the people of Soviet Russia 
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itself, that some day freedom will come to them if they just hang on 
and rely on us. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Naturally we hope that. 

But would you withdraw recognition of the satellite countries now? 

Mr. O’Konsk1. Yes, I would; very definitely. 

I have talked to a great number of those people and not in a spirit 
of bragging, but I want to say that ever since 1945, my office has 
sort of been the clearinghouse of all these minority groups of the 
refugees and their officials—there is not a day that they do not come 
into my office and I feel that I know something about their feelings, 
I know something about their thinking. 

I do know this, that every time an official of the United States of 
America shakes hands with a Soviet official, to these people behind 
the Iron Curtain, they just cannot understand it. ‘How can you 
stand to do that? Here they are out to destroy you, they are out 
to take your liberty and freedom away, yet you meet with them and 
you talk with them.”’ 

Not getting off the subject, but I really do think on that score 
that if we were to pass this resolution today or tomorrow, I think 
much of this resolution would lose its effect. I think we ought to 
wait possibly a week or 2 weeks from now for this simple reason. 
Because it was announced, and which is going to get the big play all 
over Europe, that our President is again willing to meet and talk to 
Marshal Stalin. 

Now when that sort of thing comes about to those people behind 
the Iron Curtain, they just cannot understand it, why we coddle to 
them. They just do not realize the circumstances that bring that 
sort of thing about. They lose faith and they lose all hope when 
that sort of thing happens. 

This sort of a resolution passed right now would get very little 
play in Europe at all. The big play that you are going to have in 
Europe from now on for the next week or so, is going to be the fact 
that our great President is willing to meet with Marshal Stalin. 
They are not going to read the fine print which says, ‘‘Only if he feels 
that some good can come out of it,” that they are not going to read, 
that fine print, but they are going to read the headlines that our 
President is again willing to talk to Marshal Stalin, and that breaks 
down their spirit, that breaks down their heart and all the hope and 
faith that these people behind the Iron Curtain have. 

For that reason, using just that as an example, I would say that 
if we were to sever relations with these countries that have not had 
free and unfettered elections, that we would do more to buoy up the 
rays of hope and spirit in the hearts and minds of those people than 
anything I know of. ‘They are accomplishing no good in this country 
except spying—that is in another category. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Are you opposed to this resolution or do you take 
the position that it is better than nothing? 

Mr. O’Konskt. Yes. You took the words right out of my mouth. 
I hoped something stronger, something more tangible that these 
people could hang their hearts on could be passed. But if not, this 
is a step in the right direction. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smita. I am glad to see you here this afternoon, Mr. O’ Konski. 
I believe you said you were the first man to take the floor in opposition 
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to the Yalta agreement after it was made public. I think I was the 
second to take the floor in the same way. 

We were both censured by the Governor of Wisconsin. He said 
that you and I were not speaking for the people in Wisconsin. 

Mr. O’Konskt. Would you be interested in a 1-minute statement 
on how the conference was hailed when it was announced in America? 

Incidentally, I do not want to inject a spirit of politics because it was 
hailed equally by Republicans as well as Democrats, but this is the 
statement that was made before I made mine. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my congratulations to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from California who has just addressed us and to express also my hearty 
agreement with her interpretation of the results of the conference of the Big Three, 
which has just terminated. The Allied Nations have been hearing very many 
things to encourage us in recent weeks from all theaters of action, but I feel there is 
nothing more heartening and that will give the American people the greater thrill 
than the unity and the concord and the splendid manner in which these 3 leaders of 
the 3 great nations of the earth have reached agreement which will mean much to- 
ward shortening this war and winning peace for all time. 

I trust and I know the American people hope that our own great President— 
of course, that is insignificant, it is not casting reflections on anyone, 
but it was hailed as a great document. 

Listen to this: 

Mr. Speaker, no conference of the Allies in this war previous to that historic 
meeting just completed on the Crimea has had greater significance. It was a 
conference destined to lay the foundation of the world of tomorrow. The results 
of the conference are better than the most optimistic expectation. They are 
better because they are based on a truly growing confidence among the Allied 
Governments. They breed sincerity and strength. 

A lot has transpired in the last 8 years, I think, but that was the 
official position, and nonpartisan. That was the official position more 
or less of both parties who accepted it, that it was a great conference. 

Mr. Vorys. Who said it? 

Mr. O’Kownskt. Is that important? 

Mr. Vorys. Who made this statement that you just read? 

Mr. O’Konskr. Helen Gahagan Douglas who was a member of 
your committee, at that time, and Luther A. Johnson, who was also 
a member of the committee at that time. 

Mr. Smirx. I want to compliment you on the statement you have 
made this afternoon. You have given the committee something to 
think about in this matter of reporting this resolution out immedi- 
ately. There is no need for haste. In view of what you have said, 
I think it is something that we should think about before taking 
precipitate action. 

Mr. O’Konskxi. I think if this resolution were delayed until after 
this other publicity so it would have the full force and effect of the 
desired effect that we want, I think it ought to be held in abeyance 
for a short period of time because the greatest thing in the limelight 
now is that great feature, which is news throughout the world. 

And I might say this, that countries like England, France are going 
to be more or less reluctant to give this resolution wide publicity 
anyhow for fear of complications. They are going to be very cautious 
in how much publicity they give this thing, so if they have an excuse, 
with a great development such as just transpired within the last 24 
hours, this thing is not going to get any play at all as far as publicity 
or radio is concerned and that is important. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Gordon. 
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Mr. Gorpon. I want to thank the gentleman for a fine statement. 
I have no remarks to make at this time. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Judd. 

Mr. Jupp. I agree completely with what the gentleman has said, 
except with respect to his colloquy with the gentleman from South 
Carolina. I do not think it can be said that we are to be blamed for 
allegedly perverting an agreement when the agreement had already 
been destroved by the actions of the Soviet Union. 

If we were building up armed forces, and “unfriendly’”’ countries, 
around the Russians—under situations where they hs ad kept their side 
of the agreement, then we would be guilty. The clean thing to do 
would be—as some of us have urged for many, many vears—to re- 
pudiate the whole iniquitous transaction. 

But from the practical standpoint you know perfectly well that is 
not going to happen. I mean a lot of members of Congress are not 
going to repudiate publicly their own former administration regardless 
of ¥ hat they feel privately. 

would rather try to tighten the resolutic m up without making it 
more “provocative,” shall IT say, than it already is to our enemies, 
but giving a great deal more positive ground for hope to the people 
on our side 

The second point | would like to make is with respect to news 
stories about a possible meeting between Stalin and our President. 
I think they make it all the more important that this be passed now 
to counteract possible bad effects. I come to the opposite conclusion 
from the same premises. 

His statement naturally is getting the headlines and people will 
specu tlate on his Say ing he would be glad to meet Stalin if there is any 
peace to be gotten thereby. He could not say he would not meet 
him. 

I think it is important for the President who made the statement and 
the Congress to proceed right now within a week or 10 days to make 
clear that regardless of the speculation and conjectures regarding his 
press statement, that this is the position of the United States from 
here on. 

Mr. O’Konsk1. If the resolution must be passed—and I will vote 
for it if no other is offered—if in some way some hint or some state- 
ment could be in there that this in no way obligates the Congress of 
the United States to the agreement of the various international com- 
mitments, if something like that—not denounce them, but just so 
that nobody will be able to play on words and say, ‘‘Well, they accept 


the agreements in principle’’—if some play of words could be made 
so it could be definitely shown, so that nobody could misinterpret the 
resolution, it would be fine. That is my suggestion. 


Mr. Jupp. You would say that repudiation of parts of the agree- 
ments is not to be interpreted as confirmation or approval of the other 
parts, which are not specifically repudiated or mentioned. 

Mr. O’Konskt. Yes; something to that effect, to give assurance to 
the world that nobody will be able to play on words on this thing and 
say, ‘‘Well, now, after all, we have for the first time the Congress of 
the United States on record that they are in favor of the agreements, 
but they are not in favor of the interpretations placed on them the 
way the Soviet Union has placed interpretations. 

Mr. Jupp. A Russian lives in my district who has fought the 
Communists all during his life. He was in six or seven different con- 
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centration camps in Siberia and elsewhere and finally was in western 
Russia when Hitler came in and the camp was captured by Hitler. 
With their usual stupidity Hitler and Himmler instead of using these 
Russians against the Kremlin, threw them into his own concentration 
camps and the man finally got to this country as a DP. 

He is working in a wholesale grocery warehouse, but he lives for one 
purpose, the liberation of the Russian people, his people. He came 
in one day with about the longest face I had ever seen. He had a 
newspaper picture of the wife of our former Secretary of State dancing 
with Mr. Malik. He was about ready to give up in de ‘spair. He said, 
“How in the world can you expect our people to resist the tyrants 
when the wife of your Secretary of State d. ances with one of them, his 
hands dripping with the blood of millions of people? I realize you feel 
you have to be decent and courteous, but you thereby endorse him, 
give him hut his regime respectability, prestige, greater power, and 
thus entrench them in the very tyranny over my people, which you 
Say you oppose. 

I confirm what you say about the despair in the hearts of these 
people, when we even give the appearance of imagining that it is pos- 
sible to enter into any kind of decent relationship with horse thieves 
and gangsters. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Well, here this afternoon we have seen the Russian 
news agency taking down everything we say. That is part of the 
freedom of this country. 

Mr. Jupp. I think that is legitimate, to let them come in here and 
see and report what we do. And I do not blame this particular 
American in the least for acting in a civilized way toward him. It is 
part of our whole system. We must embrace in civil life the people 
we ask our men in uniform to shoot. The man comes to the United 
Nations. Therefore, we have to pretend he is a peace-loving saint 
when we know he is a murderer and represents every other evil thing 
you can think of. 

Mr. O’Konskr. Mr. Richards, what would the people in the South 
have done if they found some of their fine business people associating 
with the Yankee generals during the Civil War? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Well, we would have hung them for that. 

Mr. O’Konskr. Human nature is still the same in that respect, 
except that the hatred that these people have for Soviet despotism 
is even far worse than the people of the South had toward the Yankees. 
There is just no comparison. The aggrevation is even more. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Zablocki. 

Mr. Zarsuockr. No questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Fulton. 

Mr. Fuxron. In order to broaden just a bit the ideas that you have 
had when you refer to the Yalta agreement, I agree with you thor- 
oughly that it must be placed on a legal basis and if the agreement 
fundame ntally is not legal then the whole thing falls and falls of its 
own weight. 

It is a nullity whether we say anything at all. 

Going further, though, there are other items that we should look 
into. For example, let us take 1939. The German and Russian 
Treaty of 1939 handed over Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. They 
were then occupied in August of 1940 under that treaty. So that 
nothing in this resolution should by any means say that that was 


legal. 
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In 1945, the Russians moved into Konigsberg, and very soon 
Russia, by its own action took over Konigsberg and made it a part 
of the Russian territory, and annexed it with nobody agreeing on it. 

And let us look at Rumania and Bessarabia. There it was by an 
agreement with Moscow which we were not part of. It happened 
in 1945, and Russia was able to take over. 

So that you can find places where there were agreements that we, 
by executive consent at least yielded or consented to them. 

In all those particular instances, whether there were agreements, 
treaties, whether we were parties or not, we should not by any means 
by this resolution be approving them. 

So I go back just as you and Mr. Kersten and others of us and say, 
“We must have a basic policy on this that is firm and that we can 
adhere to, regardless of the particular agreement that might have been 
made either in secret or in public. And that policy should not be 
based as to each instance simply on the sole ground whether it is good 
or bad for us.” 

Do you agree with oe ? 

Mr. O’Konsxt. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Futon. I would like to have further comment on that. Is 
that your basic approach, too? 

Mr. O’Konskx1. Yes, it is, very definitely. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Radwan—— 

Mr. Rapwan. Did I understand you were far more pleased with the 
language the President used in the state of the Union message than 
with the wording of this resloution? 

Mr. O’Konsk1. Yes, and I do not think I have ever told this com- 
mittee of the tremendous impact that just that short message on the 
repudiation of those secret agreements had behind the Iron Curtain. 

Mr. Rapwan. Would you say that just a few short words such as 
“Resolved, That the Congress of the United States does not recognize 
any kind of agreements or commitments expressed or implied contained 
in secret understandings in the past with foreign governments which 
permit the enslavement of any people,” would suffice for a resolution, 
without the prefatory verbiage? 

Mr. O’Konsk1. Yes, that would suffice. That would accomplish 
the purpose. 

Mr. Rapwan. I have no other questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Adair 

Mr. Apartr. No questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Prouty 

Mr. Proury. No questions. 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. Bentley 

Mr. Bentiey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Konski, I certainly congratulate you on your statement and 
agree with a great deal of it. 

I have just one comment and that is on your point about the en- 
slaved peoples of the satellite countries being unable ‘to understand, 
when they see pictures of our Government representatives shaking 
hands with Soviet representatives. 

[ trust that the action that Ambassador Lodge took in the United 
Nations Tuesday is an indication that perhaps that policy will be 
abandoned also. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Jupp. Mr. Chairman, I think for the sake of the record, it 
ought to be noted that the author of that 1-minute speech our col- 
league from Wisconsin read awhile ago, was indeed prophetic because 
the author said this Yalta agreement “would lay the foundation of 
the world of tomorrow.”’ It certainly did. 

Mr. O’Konsktr. One of the statements that I used at that time 
was, “If the world of tomorrow was to begin on a foundation like that, 
that I would rather the new world did not begin.”’ 

Mr. Vorys. Mr. O’Konski, a number of people have given their 
interpretation of what House Joint Resolution 200 meant or did not 
mean. 

Some of them who are not in Congress, even, have said that they 
considered the text of it affirmed Yalta and other agreements. 

On the other hand, the Secretary of State very clearly said that 
it does not affirm anything. His best statement was in response to a 
question by Mrs. Church toward the end of the morning. In his 
opening statement he said, and I am quoting: 

We do not accommodate ourselves to political settlements which are based 
upon contempt for the free will of peoples and which are imposed by the brutal 
occupation of alien armies or by revolutionary factions who serve alien masters. 

I would take it that that carefully drawn language adds up to the 
more brief and homely statement later when he said, ‘“This does not 
affirm anything.” 

Now what I wanted to ask you was this: From your vast experience 
with the people of these countries, Iron Curtain countries, would they 
be more inclined to believe the interpretation of some thing prepared 
by the President given by the Secretary of State, or by some private 
citizen or even Member of Congress? 

Which interpretation would be the most effective behind the Iron 
Curtain? 

Mr. O’Konsk1. If they really wanted to get the facts on the inter- 
pretation, like they do in passing the law, they take the intent of 
Congress and they go into the hearing and they dig out statements 
made by polic: ymakers—in this particular instance the policymaker 
was the Secretary of State—and that would be the intent of the law. 

If that statement which you read from the Secretary of State could 
somehow be worked in as another “whereas,” in my judgment you 
would have a perfect resolution and it would accomplish everything. 

And you are not repudiating anything. 

Mr. Vorys. Thank you very much. 

Are there other Members of Congress who wish to be heard? We 
have not had a chance to broadcast our invitation, but we are ready 
to hear them at this time or at tomorrow morning’s session. 

As there are no other Members present who wish to be heard now, 
the committee will a adjourned. 

Stas, at 4 p. the committee adjourned, to reconvene at 
10:15 a. m. Friday, * Teatdheg 27, 1953.) 

(The coluaisias met at 10:15 a. m., Febr uary 27. There being no 
additional Members of Congress who wished to be heard, the com- 
mittee went into executive session for the consideration of H. J. 
Res. 200.) 
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